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Democracy abroad, 


t is otiose to expect consistency from 

human beings - and especially politicians - 
but the discrepancy between this government's 
ostensible foreign policy aims and its domestic 
policies is nonetheless worthy of comment. 
Whilst seeking to export democracy and human 
rights (not to mention rap music and abor- 
tion-on-demand) to the furthest-flung corners 
of the earth, the government is busily clamping 
down on civil liberties and freedom at home. 

Part of this repressive activity comes from 
Brussels, of course, whose artificial empire 
can only be kept from unravelling through 
constant mediation, indoctrination and intim- 
idation. The EU’s multifarious equality bodies, 
social units, monitoring centres, ‘anti-racism’ 
and ‘human rights’ legislation, et a/ are 
intended to bind the EU together by compul- 
sion thinly disguised as liberalism and toler- 
ance. But much repressive legislation is 
home-grown - a contemporary manifestation 
of that unsympathetic, interfering spirit that 
is one of the less pleasing aspects of the 
British character. 

Many on the Left have long favoured limi- 
tations on freedom of speech and association 
because they believe there is - or should be - 
no division between the private and political 
spheres. But the events of 11th September 
2001 and the subsequent anti-war protests, 
plus the public unease about immigration, 
have encouraged them to ratchet up their 
attempts to limit freedom. It is almost as if 
they have dimly begun to realise that the 
divided Britain they have helped to spawn is 
increasingly non-viable - and that the country 
can only be patched together by centralising 
more and more authority, and delimiting the 
terms of all debates. Yet perhaps the chief 
impulse behind all recent attempts to limit 
freedom is the realisation among Labour 
politicians that they are themselves among 
the chief targets of the resurgent Islamism 
they once encouraged. 

The government now proposes to 
strengthen anti-terrorism legislation, which 
could make it theoretically impossible, for 
example, to hold anti-war protests like that 
seen in London in early November. It is 
claimed that these powers will be only tem- 
porary —- but governments give up assumed 
powers grudgingly, and these powers will 
undoubtedly last as long as “the war on terror”, 
which looks likely to continue indefinitely. 

The government is also now proposing to 
introduce identity cards - a proposal that 
should be greeted with indignation by all who 
distrust politicians. Rather than making the 
borders less permeable, dealing with benefit 
fraud, or making the welfare state apparatus 
more efficient, the government now seeks to 
inconvenience the majority instead by com- 
pelling us to obtain these cards — for which we 








repression at home 


will have to pay. This expensive intrusion into 
our private lives has been made necessary by 
their policies. The “real security threat” that 
Mr Blair believes makes these cards essential 
is at least partly a reaction to his govern- 
ment’s ill-considered foreign entanglements 
and open-door immigration policies. 

Other attempts at limiting freedom are 
more subtle. Yet they can be discerned espe- 
cially in discussions about race relations, in 
which Rightwing or even honest liberal voices 
are drowned out in a crescendo of hysterical 
denunciations. Faced with an immigration cri- 
sis, the government does not seek to limit the 
numbers of immigrants (on the contrary, the 
Home Secretary can see “no obvious limits” to 
the numbers) or even to compel immigrants 
to assimilate, but to stop the indigenous 
inhabitants talking about the subject. Serious 
efforts to address immigration calmly are 
smeared furtively by government stooges or 
denounced publicly as “bordering on fascism”. 

In an ideological variant of the ‘closed 
shop’, trade union leaders refuse to represent 
or even admit as members those belonging to 
political parties of which they disapprove. 
Journalists, blinded by dogma or motivated by 
self-interest, make excitable TV programmes, 
or write glutinous articles denouncing ‘institu- 
tional racism’ and the ‘threat’ of the ‘far 
Right’. Senior police officers - all too often 
political appointees rather than committed 
policemen - launch ideological crusades and 
inform against their own colleagues, and 
arrest people who burn Guy Fawkes Night effi- 
gies as suspected ‘racists’ (incidentally, as 
Irish tinkers are members of the same race as 
the effigy-burners, it is difficult to see how the 
burners could be guilty of ‘racism’ against 
them), or castigate churchmen who disap- 
prove of homosexuality. Meanwhile, of course, 
violent crime increases exponentially. 

In every area of life, this government and 
its useful idiots are pursuing damaging and 
anti-democratic policies, all of which will cost 
us more money and unhappiness. Yet their 
very fanaticism and ignorance will eventually 
be their undoing. As they move ever further 
away from reality, wrap themselves in ever 
more complicated semantic and ideological 
knots, alienate more and more voter groups, 
gnaw away at the last vestiges of tradition 
and replace quietly capable public sector 
employees with zealots and equal opportunity 
appointees, they are undercutting their own 
effectiveness, power base and raison d“tre. 

As their chiliastic, childish programme 
unravels, there will be ever more opportuni- 
ties for the disparate resistance groups to 
make headway. Their dominion cannot last 
forever; we must ensure that their eventual 
eclipse is total, and that it comes sooner 
rather than later. O 
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Plumbing the democratic depths 





Michael Salt says that today’s politicians are full of hidden shallows 


r shallow times shallow analysis becomes fashion- 
able. Boards of businesses see no purpose beyond 
‘shareholder value’ and ‘going for growth’. Arbitrary 
sales targets are set, underpinned by larger bonuses for 
CEOs if they are ‘achieved’. Huge meretricious wheels 
are set in motion promising gullible buyers all sorts of 
delights without the pain of having to wait for their 
ascent to heaven. Quite often these targets are appar- 
ently achieved to (almost) universal applause, barring 
only the envy and resentment of the ‘fat cats’. Only 
later does it emerge that the ‘achievement is flawed, 
that hidden costs have been incurred, and that not 
infrequently positive presentation has strayed over the 
line into misrepresentation, if not actual dishonesty. 
Previously prestigious companies become tarred and 
devalued by such manipulations and the trust that 
people previously placed in them drains away. Share 
prices fall. 

There are obvious parallels with Britain’s political 
processes. Instead of conscientiously maintaining all 
parts of their constituencies, they too have gone for 
the single silver bullet that cures all ills, offers huge 
rewards, and frees them from any moral obligations at 
all. Media management is ideally suited to shallow 
people splashing in the paddling pools of shallow 
times. Everything is easy, or can be made to appear 
so. All you have got to do is to splash the right peo- 
ple — and make sure that the media is there to capture 
it all on film and record the unctuous and carefully 
rehearsed words you utter while doing so. 

The long-term costs of these antics are slow to 
appear. It takes time for shallow minds to realise that 
they are out of their depth and that drowning is a real 
possibility. Yet the withdrawal of the electorate from 
a political process that now excludes them from real 
power despite ever-greater protestations about ‘inclu- 
siveness’ and ‘reaching out’ is undeniable. The ‘Sod 
‘em’ party probably has the most numerous and 
enthusiastic adherents of all. Voters who eschew sin- 
gle issue politics are effectively disenfranchised, know 
that they are, and see no reason to allow those politi- 
cal ‘fat cats’ who purport to speak for them to pretend 
any longer that they represent anyone except them- 
selves and their own interests. 

All this ought to provide a huge window of 
opportunity for the Conservative Party that, pretty 
much by accident, has been given the opportunity for 
something of a fresh start. Yet even before the last rites 
have been uttered on Iain Duncan Smith, a powerful 
chorus of voices from some sections of the party that 
have an incestuous relationship with the media are 
calling for media priorities to take precedence over the 
wishes of the constituencies. Conservatives must look 
like modern Britain, they cry, if they are ever to be 
trusted by the country again. This is again to place the 
shallow and meretricious ahead of the profound 
truths of true democracy. 

Those charlatans who hold themselves up as true 
models of democracy when they dismiss, deny and 
condemn all views with which they personally disagree 
are enemies of any party that wishes to have deep 
roots in our country. True democrats must base them- 
selves on what their constituents really think and want, 
not impose on them what others think and want. 





Parties have done themselves no favours by cutting 
themselves off from the only root that can sustain 
them in the long term — voter trust. The more power 
that is sucked to the top, whether by company CEOs 
or party central offices, the more the people down 
below are disenfranchised and discouraged. Both sorts 
of organisations eventually wither and will be super- 
seded by others. With companies one can be indif- 
ferent — provided that competition continues, it 1s a 
matter of small moment. Politics are not like that. We 
are talking about a vital part of our social structure, 
and a dysfunctional disease that affects the whole of it. 
And in the wake of one disease may come another, 
and of a much more potent kind. 

There are two obvious dangers from the shrivel- 
ling of our democracy. One is that the divorced 
political/media consensus, though having minimal 
legitimacy, may still succeed in misleading, threaten- 
ing and cowing a confused and leaderless citizenry 
with the help of some high profile single-issue 
groups that provide a democratic fig leaf. This is the 
liberal totalitarianism threat, which by using Secret 
Policemen techniques in aid of apparently high- 
minded ends, can act to suppress any independence 
of thought or expression and establish a Soviet-style 
regime of pretend perfection. 

The other possibility, which may be is already hap- 
pening, is that there will be a growing apart into two 
nations, one an embodiment of the state where all 
state employees have powerful incentives to stay def- 
erential and ‘on message’ while the rest of the country 
withdraws into resentful antagonism that expresses 
itself in a guerrilla war of petty criminality, whether 
through hunting with dogs despite the threatened law, 
burning speed cameras, and other protest activities. 
This clearly has the potential for something akin to 
civil war. 

These are both disastrous scenarios that result 
from liberal hubris and an undermining of democracy. 
Conservatives, who ought to have a higher awareness 
and regard for traditional values such as listening to 
people, the building and maintenance of trust, under- 
stand that utopia is an aspiration and not a pro- 
gramme to be delivered by a political party, still less by 
the media, and must therefore take their stand upon 
reflecting what it is that all of the people truly want 
rather than what unrepresentative metropolitans think 
is right. The party must re-engage with its constituen- 
cies — not just its members. 

That is not just a matter of focus groups and 
polling. There is every reason to suppose that these do 
not tap in to what people really think, particularly 
when based upon multiple-choice questions that are 
so limiting that they are perfect tools for social engi- 
neers and totalitarians. If MPs are to be anything other 
than fodder for whips, and characters for talk shows, 
then they have to become genuine parts of their con- 
stituencies. That’s bad news for high-powered metro- 
politan parachutists but it would be the best possible 
service that those that genuinely wish to serve a true 
parliamentary democracy could offer. Expect of course 
the BBC, Guardian and Independent to turn their pre- 
cious noses up. Is that too high a price to pay for our 
country’s salvation? QO) 





“It takes 
time for 
shallow 

minds to 

realise that 
they are 
out of their 
depth...” 


Michael Salt 

is a retired civil 
servant, and 
writes from 
Norwich 
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Police farce 











A police officer describes a step in the metamorphosis into a politically-correct people’s militia 





“The modern 
police work- 
place is 
increasingly 
bereft of 
humour, 
laughter and 
relaxation — 
all things that 
make for a 
positive and 
enjoyable 
workplace 
atmosphere” 


any police officers all over the country would 

argue that it is their force that is the most barmy 
when it comes to dealing with any issues relating to 
diversity and multiculturalism. Well, as a serving offi- 
cer in the force, I would argue that ACPO (Association 
of Chief Police @ilices) ranks in the Merseyside 
Police are the worst in the country for subjecting their 
subordinate officers to all things ‘politically correct’ — 
especially when it comes to the vexed issue of race. 

Ever since their arrival in Merseyside, Chief 
Constable Norman Bettison and Deputy Chief 
Constable Mike Tonge have sought to promote issues 
of multiculturalism, diversity, equality and race aware- 
ness within the force with super-human energy. Many 
officers believe that if they had shown the same vigour 
and dedication to fighting crime on the streets of 
Merseyside the citizens of the county would see an 
amazing transformation in their neighbourhoods. 

Bettison and Tonge are part of the ‘new brigade’ 
of senior police officers who have been indoctrinated 
by the multiculturalist doctrine fed to them by the 
Home Office. Whenever a ‘race issue’? emerges in 
Merseyside Police, Messrs Bettison and Tonge seize 
upon the issue immediately, ensuring that it gets their 
full and uninterrupted attention. 

I can recall two incidents where Bettison and 
Tonge pursued Merseyside Police employees for 

“using inappropriate and offensive language that may 
cause offence to people from ethnic minorities’ > with 
the type of determination usually afforded only to 
tracking serial killers. 

The first incident involved a civilian member of 
staff, who passed comment on the décor in a house 
owned by an Asian family. The comment that the 
décor was “typically Asian” was, in my opinion, per- 
fectly acceptable. After all, many Asian families do 
have specific and unique tastes when decorating their 
homes, just as other classes or groups in British socie- 
ty do. Consider a working class, white family in 
Liverpool who may adorn their houses with laminate 
flooring, stone cladding, fake leather suites and room- 
sized TV sets. This type of décor would be referred to 
in Liverpool as a “typical criminal’s” — this comment 
would be laughed at for what it is, a humorous, non- 
offensive comment. But one crucial factor distin- 
guishes the two scenarios — race. It is a classic case of 
Leftist double standards; whilst both statements may 
be offensive, it is only the comment made about 
Asians that is worthy of further disciplinary action 
against the ‘racist’ who uttered it. 

What followed was years of persecution and victim- 
isation of the employee who had uttered the phrase. 
Detectives from the force’s Professional Standards 
Unit (PSU) investigated this ‘crime’ and subjected the 
employee to turmoil and uncertainty about her future 
within the service. The investigation affected the 
employee so badly that she continues to suffer with 
stress-induced ill health. Needless to say, senior offi- 
cers gave their unqualified blessing to the investiga- 
tion and extolled the virtues of dealing robustly with 
‘racists’. I can recall one sickening episode involving a 
senior officer within the organisation who stood up at 
a meeting attended by 50 or so departmental col- 
leagues of the employee. The senior officer, with no 





apparent shame or hint of embarrassment, con- 
demned the employee and, in so many words, wished 
her ‘good riddance’. This act was particularly shame- 
ful as the investigation was still ongoing — and surely 
until ‘guilt?’ was apportioned, the ‘defendant’ should 
have been presumed innocent? It may be coincidence 
but the senior officer making these disgraceful com- 
ments was promoted to Superintendent within months. 

Another despicable episode occurred about 18 
months ago. On this occasion a police officer, with 
over 20 years of outstanding service, was suspended 
pending a disciplinary investigation for telling a joke 
to colleagues that involved a member of the ethnic 
minorities. No member of an ethnic minority was 
present when the joke was told, but a white colleague 
felt he had to act and inform his superiors of what he 
had heard. This sort of ‘whistle blowing’ is actively 
encouraged by senior officers, and those that fail to 
report such occurrences are threatened with the same 
disciplinary measures as those who actually speak the 
words. I can honestly say that this directive has had a 
massively corrosive affect on police morale. Police offi- 
cers are genuinely scared about coming to work; the 
thought of saying something remotely controversial 
frightens them. The modern police workplace is 
increasingly bereft of humour, laughter and relaxation 
— all things that make for a positive and enjoyable 
workplace atmosphere. Police officers now have to 
weigh up every utterance before they speak, so they 
speak in sound-bites and officially approved slogans. 
The detrimental effect of these Stalinist-like doctrines 
cannot be exaggerated; the soul of the police service 
has been ripped out and I am not sure if it will ever 
return. 

Telling such a joke in the current hysterical climate, 
especially in the police, was not the cleverest thing to 
have done and the officer has himself accepted that he 
was naive (notwithstanding the fact that we jocularly 
denigrate ‘Scousers’ as thieves and ‘Geordies’ as lazy, 
beer-swilling thugs, but no allegations of racism are 
ever made) — but what followed was a witch-hunt of 
quite astounding proportions. 

The officer was immediately suspended and sub- 
ject to a year-long disciplinary investigation by the 
PSU. The officer, “whos is married with two children, 
was left to fend for himself and worry about his career 
and the safety and welfare of his home and family. Not 
surprisingly, senior officers, who had once been loyal 
and valued friends and colleagues, distanced them- 
selves from him and it was only lower-ranking officers 
who offered him encouragement and support. After 
over a year of evidence-gathering and investigation by 
detectives that cost the Merseyside Police tens of thou- 
sands of pounds, the dispirited officer came before a 
disciplinary panel chaired by ACPO rank officers. 
Without the slightest hesitation or hint of regret, he 
was sacked for ‘racist behaviour’. 20 years of out- 
standing service, a previously unblemished discipli- 
nary record, a long service and good conduct medal 
and countless commendations — all stood for absolute- 
ly nothing when it came to an accusation of ‘racist 
behaviour’. 

I know colleagues who have committed criminal 
acts such as drink driving and perverting the course of 
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justice, yet remained in the service. It seems that in the 
modern British police service telling a slightly ‘offen- 
sive’ joke is a far more heinous act than driving a car 
whilst over the limit or telling lies to frustrate a crim- 
inal investigation. 

Incidentally, the aforementioned officer successfully 
appealed against his sacking and was reinstated to the 
force with immediate effect. It is also pleasing to note 
that throughout the investigation and his subsequent 
appeal, he was supported by a senior officer of 
Oriental origin, who, refreshingly, saw the whole 
process for what it was —a politically driven witch-hunt 
against a fine officer in order to satisfy sycophantic 
senior officers and their social liberal political masters. 
Sadly, the officer, mentally exhausted following his 
ordeal, could not re-accustom himself to policing and 
resigned from the service soon afterwards. What a sad 
loss to the service and the public of Merseyside. 

The issue of race has continued to blight the police 
service. Following the recent BBC documentary The 
Secret Policemen, that used an undercover reporter to 
expose racism amongst police recruits, senior police 
officers nationally and locally reacted with a pre- 
dictable spate of self-flagellation and breast-beating, 
talking tough on how they would use whatever meth- 
ods it took to weed out racist officers. How refreshing 
it would be if they reacted with the same sort of fist- 
waving gusto when trying to track down criminals 
who peddle drugs or abuse children. 

We in the Merseyside force braced ourselves for 
the expected frenzied response from Messrs Bettison 
and Tonge. We were not disappointed. Although no 
Merseyside officers were implicated in the pro- 
gramme, Mr Tonge nevertheless announced the most 
extreme, hare-brained and mind-boggling initiative in 
order to identify racist officers — ‘mystery shoppers’. 

‘Mystery shoppers’ will be black and Asian people 
who will masquerade as victims of ‘racist crimes’ and 
report such incidents to unsuspecting police officers. 
The ‘shoppers’ will approach police officers on the 
beat or at police station front desks and report make- 
believe racial crimes. They will then see how police 
officers speak to them and report their findings back 
to senior officers. 

Like most officers within my force, I was aston- 
ished with what was being proposed. Anxious to try 
and dampen the anger felt by officers, Mr Tonge cir- 
culated an internal message to all Merseyside officers. 
The theme of the message was one of identifying 
“training and awareness issues” through the use of 
‘mystery shoppers’. The message was a far cry from 
the threatening language used in earlier press releases 
when senior Merseyside officers threatened to “nail 
racist officers”. As serving officers, what were we sup- 
posed to believe? Was it a ‘training and awareness 
exercise Or was it a means to identify ‘racist’ officers 
through underhanded and devious methods and boot 
them out of the service? Colleagues within the force 
have met the proposed use of ‘mystery shoppers’ with 
a mixture of fear and humour. 

Several issues arise out of the ‘mystery shopper’ 
proposals. The first thing that strikes colleagues and 
me is the issue of “wasting police time’ — a criminal 
offence in itself. Following the receipt of a report of a 
‘racist incident by the ‘mystery shopper’, the targeted 
officer will embark upon several hours worth of inves- 
tigative work including preservation and securing of 
evidence, completion of crime reports, statement tak- 
ing (victim and witnesses), victim re-assurance, etc. At 





what stage will the targeted officer be informed that 
the incident is in fact a bogus one and need not require 
investigation any more? I know how I would feel if I 
was informed after several hours hard work that the 
incident reported to me was completely fictitious. 
What of the Merseyside public (white and non-white) 
who have been denied the presence of an operational 
officer for half a shift because he or she has been deal- 
ing with an incident that did not occur? They would 
be furious, and rightly so. 

What if the targeted officer had not dealt with the 
‘mystery shopper’ in exactly the right way? What if a 
box had not been ticked on the crime report or the 
‘victim’ had not been given a lift home? Would this 
indicate racism on behalf of the unfortunate officer? 
No report of crime can be dealt with in precisely the 
textbook manner — workload pressures and other 
demands often ensure that small and generally 
insignificant things are overlooked — but the impor- 
tant facts are never overlooked. It is my opinion that 
any deficiency in dealing with the ‘mystery shopper’ — 
no matter how incidental or obscure — will be seized 
on as evidence of racism. 

The initiative is itself racist — racist against whites. 
Only white officers will be targeted, and subjected to 
a covert integrity test. It is clear that the ‘targeted? 
white officer is being disadvantaged because of his/her 
colour. ‘Integrity testing’ officers covertly is an 
unpleasant, devious and underhand tactic and will 
clearly have a detrimental effect on the officer con- 
cerned. Meanwhile, black and Asian officers will be 
advantaged because they will be exempt from the tests. 
Why should black and Asian officers not be tested by 
white ‘mystery shoppers’? It seems in the Merseyside 
Police racism is a one way street. 

Mr Tonge and his cronies have failed to realise the 
true implications of their proposals. Merseyside offi- 
cers and, I suspect, officers from forces all over the UK 
are sick to the back teeth with politicians and senior 
police officers espousing the virtues of multicultural- 
ism, political correctness and diversity. The detrimen- 
tal impact these far-Left initiatives are having on 
police officers’ morale and ability to enforce the law 
cannot be overestimated. 

I know of some officers who, since the publication 
of the Macpherson Report, simply refuse to stop black 
criminals on the streets. They are understandably fear- 
ful that they will be the victims of spurious complaints 
of ‘racism’ — and they suspect that the black criminal 
making the allegations will be treated with far more 
respect and civility than the officer. The fact is that 
criminal offences largely carried out by blacks are out 
of control — gun crime is soaring, crack cocaine use 
and importation is rife and street robbery is endemic. 
Why? Because the thought of entering so called ‘black 
communities’ and tackling these criminals head on 
frightens politicians and senior police officers to death. 

Personally, I am as disillusioned with my job as I 
have ever been. I joined the police with the intention 
of serving the public without fear or favour and lock- 
ing up criminals that target the weak and vulnerable. I 
am now a social worker in uniform, led by sycophan- 
tic and craven senior officers, answerable to social lib- 
eral politicians who threaten the future of our nation. 
I can honestly say that if I was offered a job with near 
equal pay to what I am earning now, I would leave the 
service tomorrow — such is my current disillusionment 
with today’s police service. I say this with a heavy 
heart but it is the truth. QO 
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Thoughtcrime 








Hadrian Wise ponders the wider significance of the BBC’s latest schlock horror exposé 
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wenty years ago, we'd never have let them do it. 

Today, after years of enforced ‘multiculturalism’, 
thoughtcrime comes to Britain and we scarcely 
notice. 

On 21st October, the BBC screened a documen- 
tary, The Secret Policemen, showing a small number of 
police recruits, covertly filmed by an undercover 
reporter, making ‘racist’ remarks in supposedly pri- 
vate conversations. In response to this programme, a 
number of recruits resigned, senior officers expressed 
their outrage, criminal proceedings were considered, 
informers were proposed, and the BBC went into a 
frenzy of multiculturalist breastbeating, demanding 
of various minority-rights agitators how racism was 
to be ‘rooted out’ and whether it could be ‘cured”, 
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By Mark Daly 


Have Your Say 


In Pictures 


Reporter, The Secret Policernan 


Mark Daly spent months working as a 
policeman in Manchester. His fellow 
officers were unaware that their colleague 
was, in fact, an undercover journalist who 
was trying to discover if racism lurked 
among their ranks. 
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Hidden spycameras, 
undercover agents, 
informers: on its 
website the BBC 
boasts of using all 
the techniques of a 
totalitarian state in 
order to track down 
‘thought criminals’. 


shift. I planned to drop 
into my flat, pick up 
my uniform and head 
straight out to Hazel 
Grove Police Station in °* 
south Stockport. 
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We look to the police for 

protection, advice and 

security - it's for this reason = + Three more resign over 
I believe our investigation filrn = 

was justified 2 


Mark Daly 


What had gone wrong? These men had undergone 
‘diversity awareness training’. Had they just gone 
along with it in public hoping to get away with their 
true thoughts in private? Thank heavens the state 
broadcaster was on hand to prove them wrong! 

Nobody in the BBC, as far as I saw, doubted that 
men’s livelihoods and careers should depend on their 
private conversations. Yet this is inimical to a free 
society. 

It doesn’t matter what the men actually said. 
Some have tried to defend it, but this is unnecessary 
and unwise. Some of the comments — eg, that 
Stephen Lawrence deserved to be murdered — were 
indefensible, however misguided the Macpherson 
Report was; others — eg, “A dog born in a barn is still 
a dog; a ‘Paki’ born in England is still a Paki” — were 
crudely expressed standard positions in the 
nature/nurture debate, defensible when translated 
into more neutral language, but independent of polit- 
ical attitudes and more convincing when dissociated 
from them. One recruit expressed a desire to beat up 
an Asian colleague and pick on ethnic minorities, and 
I certainly would not defend that either. The point is, 
in a free society, we are entitled to express iadeteth 
ble views and unsavoury desires, especially in private. 


There are exceptions, of course — private conver- 
sations held in the course of a conspiracy to commit 
a crime, say. But a conspiracy is more than just wish- 
ful talk: it is an agreement to perform certain actions 
directed to a particular, intended end. Until some of 
those actions have been performed, there can be no 
proof of conspiracy. Merely expressing a desire, the 
most any of the recruits did, is not enough to show 
you intend to do something, let alone that you will 
do it — or else people like 1 me, who regularly give 
voice to bloody fantasies in the privacy of their own 
homes during the Today programme, would be serious 
security risks, if not multiple murderers. Thankfully, 
We are innocent until proven guilty, and cannot be 
proven guilty until we have done something. 

We all have impulses and desires upon which it 
would be wrong to act. We all have to restrain 
ourselves and be judged accordingly. A police officer 
victimising innocent people (for whatever reason) or 
assaulting a colleague s’ould be disciplined and in cer- 
tain cases prosecuted. But to judge him on his pri- 
vately expressed impulses and desires regardless of his 
actions is to violate the presumption of innocence and 
brand him guilty for things he cannot help (precise- 
ly the objection to racism). Such judgments reveal a 
barren and simplistic conception of human nature, 
failing to recognize that virtues and vices are interde- 
pendent, ignoring the lesson of Shakespeare’s Antony 
¢ Cleopatra, where Mark Antony, despite kissing 
away kingdoms and losing to Octavius Caesar, 
remains a bigger man than Octavius ever will be, just 
because his capacity for great emotion, revealed by 
his disastrous infatuation with Cleopatra, shows what 
inner strength he needed to be a successful leader for 
so long. It is unfair to judge us on desires rather than 
actions, and stupid to condemn us merely because the 
desires in question are better left unacted. 

It is also totalitarian, going beyond the proscrip- 
tion of actions, the mark of the rule of law, to pro- 
scribe thoughts and feelings, thus extending political 
control into the private sphere, thereby destroying 
the autonomy of institutions. 

You may say these men would have been fine if 
they hadn’t been secretly filmed: its just that once 
their comments became public, the police force had 
to condemn them. Perhaps it had. But that is an 
uncomfortable thought, for two reasons, the first 
trivial, the second anything but. First, if the problem 
was the publicity given to the recruits’ comments, 
why haven’t those responsible for that publicity — the 
BBC — endured more criticism? Why have we heaped 
opprobrium on the officers themselves, who never 
wanted their comments publicised? Why have senior 
officers promised to probe their recruits’ private feel- 
ings more deeply in response? Second, if a society 
cannot tolerate private remarks by members of a 
major public institution, if, no matter what they actu- 
ally do, it cannot allow people with particular atti- 
tudes to participate in that institution, then such a 
society can never be a free society, as it cannot have 
autonomous institutions. 

The question of publicity is a red herring, since, 
necessarily, nobody can do anything about private 
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attitudes until somebody knows about them; the 
question is what happens to people #f their private 
attitudes are exposed, and what happens to those 
who try by underhand means to effect that exposure. 
If those with the ‘wrong? attitudes are effectively 
forced out and those who exposed them congratulat- 
ed and emulated, then the institution concerned can- 
not be truly autonomous. Autonomous institutions 
must have purposes peculiar to themselves, and their 
members, gua members, are obliged solely to help 
them fulfil those purposes; when we judge members 
on other criteria — such as their private thoughts and 
feelings — we impose on institutions a standard that 
may in principle conflict with their true purposes. 

In Britain today, this unfortunately happens all 
the time. Take universities. The purpose of a teaching 
university is to educate its students by transmitting to 
them something of the best that has been thought 
and said, ensuring they understand it as well as they 
can. It cannot fulfil this purpose unless it selects as 
students the candidates best 
equipped to understand 
whatever the university is 
best able to transmit. As 
soon as the university is 
obliged to account for its 
selections in other terms — such as the social back- 
ground of its students — it can no longer concentrate 
on its true purpose, so can no longer be truly 
autonomous. 

It goes way beyond universities, of course. Every 
public institution is assessed on what percentage of its 
members belong to ‘minorities’, how much effort it 
makes to attract minorities, whether it indulges in 
‘discriminatory’ practices, and so on, and all large pri- 
vate firms have ‘equal opportunities’ policies. In a 
recent piece in his on-line Free Life Commentary, Sean 
Gabb argues that the Left, having given up on violent 
revolution to socialise the means of production, has 
for some time been waging a cultural war, undermining 
the autonomy of our institutions by imposing irrele- 
vant egalitarian standards, so ensuring (incidentally) 
that those who rise to prominence in institutions are 
those most committed to meeting such standards. 
Having abandoned Marx, who believed the cultural, 
institutional, ideological “superstructure” of society, 
being merely the reflection of its economic “base”, 
would automatically be transformed in any revolu- 
tion that transformed that base, the Left have taken 
up Gramsci, who argued that the superstructure 
entrenched the ideological “hegemony” of the ruling 
class, making revolution impossible until it was trans- 
formed first. 

Now that the proletariat is better off, the ruling 
class is no longer the bourgeoisie (except in areas, 
such as education, where cleverness matters), but 
white heterosexual men — and since whites are more 
likely to speak English than non-whites, heterosexu- 
als more likely to be open about their sexual procliv- 
ities than homosexuals and so to seem over-repre- 
sented, and men, having no role in child-bearing and 
less of a role in child-rearing, always likely to concen- 
trate more on their careers than women are — white 
heterosexual men are bound, through no fault of 
their own, to wield ‘disproportionate’ power and 
wealth. The Leftist cannot tolerate this ‘inequality’, 
so white heterosexual males, especially when they 
have the bad taste to be also middle-class, must lose 
their grip on our institutions in favour of ‘minorities’, 








“Having abandoned Marx... 
the Left have taken up 
Gramsci...” 





to give us an equal society without a ruling class, a 
prospect the Leftist considers both realistic and self- 
evidently good. 

It is hard to fight this. Condemn the Left for 
eroding institutions’ autonomy by imposing ideology 
on them, and it replies that these supposedly 
autonomous institutions already embody the ideolo- 
gy and advance the interests of the ruling class, citing 
as evidence ‘under-representation’ of minority 
groups. Reply that any such evidence may equally be 
evidence of political indifference, and they just put the 
political bias beyond evidence, eg, by making accusa- 
tions of ‘institutional racism’, which seems to amount 
to nothing more than the consistent failure to regard 
certain people’s belonging to certain races as more 
weighty than any other consideration, a weighting 
incompatible with the true purpose of any non-racially- 
based institution. Denial of racism is simply a sign 
that the institution’s racism is ‘unconscious’, and all 
the more insidious for it. In true Marxian fashion, 
protestations of innocence 
are taken as proof of guilt. 

They have to be. The 
whole point of the 
Gramscian project is to 
transform institutions into 
agents of political change; when institutions resist 
this, they are doing something political, so proving 
the Gramscian theory that they are essentially dis- 
guised agents of reactionary oppression. For the 
Gramscian, there is no such thing as an autonomous 
institution, so any defence of them is based on an illu- 
sion. Institutions are essentially reducible to their 
members, who are in turn reducible to whatever 
characteristics make them part of one or other ‘class’ 
or group. Thus the private thoughts and feelings of any 
institution’s members are a direct reflection of the real 
nature of the institution itself, and on the groups 
whose interests they advance. The secret policemen 
have shown what the police thinks, and in doing so, 
have revealed what the ruling class of white heterosex- 
ual males thinks. Of course police spokesmen will deny 
this, but only because they have to conceal the real 
purpose of their institution for it to be effective. The 
only solution is to force another purpose on the police. 

This argument depends on an elementary confu- 
sion between purposes, which need not be political, 
and effects, which always partly are; but that doesn’t 
make it any easier to defeat. In attributing class polit- 
ical motives to both sides, those attacking and those 
defending institutions, it appeals to our natural sense 
of fair play, and we are tempted to conclude that the 
best way to win the argument is simply to defend the 
political purpose ascribed to us, just as those who 
have defended the secret policemen’s attitudes have 
done; and that’s fair enough — some of their attitudes 
were defensible, even if others were not. Perhaps it 
would be better if ‘whites were in charge’ or whatev- 
er. But there are obvious risks in a democracy in 
defending any kind of ruling class, however broad it 
may be, and although sometimes we must do it any- 
way — as when we defend the hereditary principle in 
the Lords — if we do it as a matter of course we fall 
into the trap of having always to attack ‘fairness’. 

It’s much better to push our opponents into the 
trap of always having to attack freedom. So let’s make 
it clear that The Secret Policemen is not a one-off. The 
Gramscian, by the very nature of his argument, will 
always be on the lookout for thoughtcrime. O 





“Just as well 
they didn’t have 
cameras when I 

was around. 

Evenin’ all.” 


Hadrian Wise is a 
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Room on the Right for two? 








David Worsley outlines a possible way forward for the divided Right 





“The values of 
Britain - and 
the context in 
which people 
think about 
them, and the 
way they are 
expressed — 
have 
demonstrably 
changed in 
ways that 
Conservatives 
have shown 
little or no 

sign of 
comprehending” 
- Tory 
‘modernisers’ 
may understand 
the problem; 

it doesn’t mean 
they have the 
answers. 


—E RN 40, I showed that recent opinion polls indi- 
cate that the majority of the British electorate hold 
nationalistic views on Europe and immigration, and 
socially conservative views on topics such as marriage 
and homosexuality, despite the constant drone of the 
Leftwing media that ‘social change’ has created a 
‘modern Britain’ to which traditional Conservatives 
cannot relate. However, I concluded by suggesting 
that the Tory modernisers’ strategy of becoming 
more politically correct in order to regain power may 
nevertheless be logical. The reason for this apparent 
paradox is, of course, that the outcome of elections is 
determined by floating voters, who may be untypical 
of the electorate as a whole. One of the most forceful 
statements of the modernisers’ position was made by 
the political consultant Andrew Cooper, in the book 
A Blue Tomorrow, which I reviewed in RN 34. His 
public opinion research focussed heavily on potential 
Conservative voters, whom he distinguished sharply 
from the core Tory vote. Cooper concluded that his 
data showed that: 

“The values of Britain — and the context in which 
people think about them, and the way they are 
expressed — have demonstrably changed in ways that 
Conservatives have shown little or no sign of com- 
prehending . . . New values have evolved resulting in 
a new moral consensus that is deeply reluctant to 
judge individuals and very uncomfortable with polit- 
ical positions that seem to judge, let alone stigmatise 
... In modern Britain virtually nobody holds that 
their quality of life is affected by the private conduct 
of other people whose moral values are different”. 

Cooper did not comprehensively elaborate on 
what he meant by these statements. Nor did he 
attempt to actually argue that individuals’ values and 
private behaviour do not affect others’ lives, as this 
would be arrant nonsense. However, I believe that he 
may be referring to an apparent sentimentality and 
hyper-individualism on the part of many modern 
Britons. For example, a voter may observe the politi- 
cal instability, criminality and lack of social cohesion 
in many multicultural societies around the world, and 
concede that mass immigration may bring the same 
phenomena to Britain. Nevertheless, he or she may 
be repelled from supporting a tough asylum and 
immigration policy because of its apparent harshness 
to those unfortunate individuals who desperately 
wish to live here. Similarly, the politically correct 
voter may agree that, in general, children are best 
brought up by two married parents, but believe that 
for a politician to say so is an unpardonable insult to 
those single parents and unconventional families that 
are doing a good job. Moreover, if the voter concerned 
is a member of an ethnic minority or non-traditional 
family, they may be offended personally on an emo- 
tional level by conservative views, even if they sym- 
pathise with Rightwing arguments intellectually. 

Meanwhile, some voters may be too ashamed to 
act on their own opinions. Reflecting on the 2001 
general election, Tory front-bencher David Willetts 
wrote that “voting is not simply an instrumental act, 
a decision about what is best for us or the country, It 


is also an expressive act — how do I feel voting for the 
party and what does it say about me? ... Lots of peo- 
ple agreed with what we said during the election cam- 
paign about bogus asylum seekers but they still felt 
uncomfortable about what they thought it expressed 
about us and them”.$ 

Finally, the Europhile mantra that the single cur- 
rency and federalism are ‘inevitable’ seems to have 
convinced much of the electorate, who now see 
Euroscepticism as futile and marginalised, even if 
they sympathise with it. 

So how can the Right-leaning part of the elec- 
torate be successfully mobilised under these circum- 
stances? Much light can be shed on the subject by 
using a two-dimensional model of the political spec- 
trum devised in 1970 by the American advertising 
executive David Nolan, who was dissatisfied with the 
idea of a one-dimensional political spectrum stretch- 
ing from Left to Right. Nolan developed his own 
classifications, based on the premise that there are 
two types of political issue. One type of issue con- 
cerns the extent to which the state should be involved 
in the economy. Voters’ opinions on these primarily 
economic matters would relate to the size and role of 
the public sector, the level of taxation, and the degree 
to which politicians and bureaucrats could make deci- 
sions about the allocation of resources. All other 
issues were placed in a second category, in which 
financial considerations were deemed. secondary, if 
not irrelevant. The state’s involvement in the uphold- 
ing of moral norms was the key concern in this area, 
which includes issues related to the justice system and 
family law. I will refer to these as cultural issues. 


State interference 


Nolan used these two categories as axes for a graph, 
upon which a person’s political position could be 
plotted according to the degree that they supported 
state interference in each area. The Nolan chart was 
divided into five zones, which were intended to sup- 
plant the old concepts of Left, Right and Centre. 
Those supporting a moderate amount of state inter- 
ference in both areas were classed as centrists, whilst 
those advocating a minimal role for the state in both 
economic and cultural matters were termed libertari- 
ans. Meanwhile, those who believed that the state 
should play a small role in the economy but vigor- 
ously defend cultural norms were deemed to be con- 
servatives, as this was the function that the state is 
often perceived to have performed historically. 
Political scientists allocate different names to the 
remaining two zones. I have chosen to call those 
favouring state control in both areas “authoritarians”. 
This is a broad category that includes communists 
and fascists at the extremes, along with populist con- 
servatives and old-fashioned Christian socialists in the 
more moderate parts. I have used “neo-socialist” to 
describe those who combine economic intervention- 
ism with moral permissiveness. This strand of politi- 
cal thinking has only really blossomed since the 
1960s, and the New Labourites have been joined in 
this area of the Nolan chart by British Liberals, who 
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began abandoning economic liberalism as long ago 
as the 1880s. There are thus no longer separate liber- 
al or socialist elements in British politics, as Labour 
and the Liberal Democrats share a ‘progressive’ out- 
look that involves mouthing the rhetoric of both 
equality and liberty without facing up to the contra- 
dictions in this stance. Finally, to aid my analysis, I 
will use the term ‘populism’ to refer to a political 
position that lies on the border between conservatism 
and authoritarianism. As many developments of the 
last four decades (such as multiculturalism and some 
‘permissive’ legislation) have been forced on Western 
societies by an alliance of 
neo-socialists and libertarians 
acting against the wishes of 
their electorates, populism in 
practice consists of attempts 
to mobilise outraged public 
opinion against the threat of 
the ‘liberal establishment’. 

Figure 1] illustrates how 
the main British parties have 
manoeuvred around the 
Nolan chart since about 
1960. Under Macmillan, the 
Tories occupied a_ position 
that by today’s standards 
would be judged to be on the 
authoritarian Right. They 
had largely accepted the wel- 
fare state that Attlee’s gov- 
ernment had created, whilst 
they ignored early calls from 
Leftwing libertarians to 
adopt culturally liberal policies. Under Heath, the 
Conservatives liberalised both economically and cul- 
turally: the first experiments with monetarism were 
conducted, whilst little attempt was made to reverse 
the “permissive society” legislation that had been 
enacted in the late 1960s. Finally, under Thatcher and 
Major, the Tories became yet more capitalistic, but 
did not alter their cultural position significantly. As a 
result, they now occupy an orthodox conservative 
position on the Nolan chart. 


Neo-Socialist 


Labour 


Authoritarian 


Christian socialist 


Labour’s ideology has also evolved since the 1950s. 
By 1960, under the growing influence of middle- 
class intellectuals, the Labour Party had abandoned 
Attlee’s vaguely Christian Socialist position on the 
authoritarian Left, and become a culturally liberal 
neo-socialist party. Roy Jenkins’ 1959 book The 
Labour Case had already advocated the sort of moral- 
ly ‘permissive’ legislation that he would later encour- 
age as Home Secretary. Jenkins combined this with a 
mildly interventionist economic policy, and his party 
adopted this position during its dominance of British 
politics between 1964 and 1979. During the early 
1980s, Labour lurched Leftward with regard to its 
economic policies, ending up in an unelectable posi- 
tion, before Kinnock, Smith and Blair led a long 
march to the centre. The chief criticism of Blairism is 
thus not that it is overtly Leftwing, but that its cen- 
trism masks both an insincere attempt to be all things 
to all men, and covert radicalism.4 Meanwhile, the 
Liberals loitered around the libertarian-leaning side of 
the centre-Left until they.sensed an opportunity to 
occupy the orthodox Leftwing position that Labour 
had apparently vacated in the 1990s. 


Liberal 
Party 
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Figure 1: British parties since c. 1960 


During this period, British politics remained 
broadly constrained by a Left-Right spectrum that 
runs from neo-socialism to conservatism. I believe 
that this is because those who actively participate in 
politics usually form an opinion on the importance of 
‘equality’ in their political philosophy, and this defines 
the old concepts of Left and Right. This is the reason 
why fascism and communism were bitterly opposed 
in theory, despite many similarities in practice. 
However, ordinary voters do not appear to be con- 
strained by this factor, and their opinions are distrib- 
uted throughout the Nolan chart. This was illustrat- 
ed by some research 
undertaken by MORI 
shortly before the 1997 
general election, which 
was analysed by the 
political scientists John 
Blundell and Brian 
Gosschalk, and published 
under the title Beyond 
Left and Right. Figure 2 
summarises their results. 
In each segment of the 
Nolan chart, the propor- 
tion of the British elec- 
torate that Blundell and 
Gosschalk allocated to 
that category is indicated 
in large bold type. Below 
this, in small type, are 
figures that successively 
represent the percentage 
of that segment who 
indicated that they would vote Conservative, vote 
Labour, vote Liberal Democrat, and either not vote 
or vote for a minor party (which was effectively the 
same thing, in England at least). The results bear out 
the analysis of the parties’ positions that I outlined 
above. The Conservatives are narrowly occupying an 
orthodox conservative position, and are thus only 
able to appeal to those categorised as conservatives. 
These voters fortunately represent by far the biggest 
single section, but not 
enough to bring victory on 
their own. The Liberal 
Democrats have moved to 
the Left, and are now gaining 
proportionately more sup- 
port from the neo-socialist 
segment than anywhere else, 
whilst still attracting protest 
votes from all over the spec- 
trum of opinion. 

Finally, New Labour tri- 
umphantly bestrides _ the 
political battlefield, attracting 
overwhelming support from 
neo-socialists, authoritarians 
and centrists, more support 
than the Tories from libertar- 
ians, and an impressive 23% 
of supposedly ‘natural’ con- 
servatives.5 As one commen- 
tator concluded, “This tells us that the successful 
political party of the late 20th century is neither Left, 
Right nor Centre, but succeeds in pressing the appro- 
priate buttons among all the groups. Thus, Blair 
could appeal to conservatives by being tough on law 
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Libertarian 
19% 
25-32-13-30 


Centrist 


15% 


14-46-14-26 


Conservative 
36% 
44-23-11-22 


Figure 2: 1997 General Election 
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and order but willing to embrace the market. The 
minimum wage kept socialists and authoritarians on 
side [whilst] apparently unhelpful interventions 
before the election, such as those by Clare Short on 
legalising cannabis, may have persuaded libertarians 
that Labour was the party for them. The problem for 
the Tories was, and is, that their appeal is in only one 
of the groups, the conservatives”.® In particular, it 
seems odd that the Conservatives should have done 
so badly amongst authoritarians, despite being regu- 
larly portrayed by their opponents as a crypto-fascist 
party. However, the authoritarian segment of public 
opinion originates disproportionately in the working 
class, and is thus a poor hunting ground for a party 
associated with the interests of the wealthy. 

In order to win enough votes to regain power, the 
Conservative Party would have to appeal to libertari- 
ans, authoritarians and centrists, as well as natural 
conservatives. As I argued in RN 36, the Tories were 
historically able to do this by incorporating factions 
representing all of these positions. However, as sug- 
gested above, the libertarian element 1s now con- 
vinced that floating voters are repelled by populist 
stances on subjects such as immigration and tradi- 
tional morality. The modernisers are thus determined 
to eradicate traditional conservatives from the fold 
and move to a libertarian-cum-centrist position, 
despite the evidence that populist attitudes remain 


influential in the wider electorate. The selection of 


Michael Howard as the new Tory leader suggests that, 
for the moment, the party hopes to continue to be a 
broad church. Nevertheless, the most likely scenario 
for the future appears to be a third successive general 
election defeat, followed by a renewed assault from 
the modernisers. The politically correct minority will 
continue to hold British politics to ransom, whilst the 
forces of the Left will remain ascendant, despite natural 
conservatives outnumbering Leftwing neo-socialists 
by a factor of two-to-one among the electorate. 

The only viable solution to this problem will be 
the emergence of a second party of the Right. The 
ideal (but highly unlikely) scenario would be an ami- 
cable split in the Conservative Party, resulting in the 
creation of two parties operating an electoral pact. 
The modernisers could accept that they constitute a 
minority of the Tory membership (as I demonstrated 
in RN 40) and form a separate Libertarian Party, per- 
haps with Portillo as leader. This party could try to 
recapture the affluent and socially liberal suburbs that 
the Tories have lost to New Labour — those areas 
where Peter Hitchens once glumly observed that people 
are simply “too rich to care about principle, tradition, 
loyalty or anything like that ...”7 The Libertarians 
could eschew nationalistic rhetoric, yet develop a 
Euroscepticism based on opposition to the authori- 
tarianism and inefficiency of the Brussels bureaucracy. 
Meanwhile, a more populist Conservative Party could 
retreat to its traditionalist and patriotic rural heart- 
land, steadily dissociate itself from the interests of the 
rich, and begin to reach out to the urban working 
class (including socially conservative ethnic minori- 
ties). If the Libertarian Party positioned itself at the 
point where centrism, conservatism and libertarian- 
ism meet, whilst the Conservatives adopted a posi- 
tion combining centrism, conservatism and author- 
tarianism, they could between them command the 
support of the approximately 60% of the British elec- 
torate that lie in the lower-Right half of the Nolan 
chart. In a hypothetical future general election, a 


poulist Conservative Party might obtain half of the 
authoritarian vote, half of the conservative vote, and 
a quarter of the centrist vote, giving it about 28% 
support in total. Meanwhile, the Libertarians could 
gain the support of half of the conservatives, half of 
the libertarians, and a further quarter of the centrists, 
which would account for around 31% of the total. As 
they would not stand candidates against each other, 
whilst they would ask their supporters to vote for the 
allied party in constituencies where their preferred 
party was not standing, the two Rightist parties 
might thus be able to mobilise 59% of the electorate 
to cast an anti-Left vote. 

If such results could be obtained under the pres- 
ent electoral system, Labour and the Liberal 
Democrats might be forced to merge simply in order 
to survive. This would leave one uncomfortably 
diverse party trying to base its support on the approx- 
imately 40% of the electorate who could be plausibly 
described as Leftwing. However, this outcome would 
remove the current advantage that the Left enjoy in 
having two viable parties. The electoral benefits of this 
should not be underestimated, as it allows disgruntled 
Leftists to switch allegiance whilst still casting an 
anti-Conservative vote, whereas disgruntled ‘Tories 
must either stay at home or vote for a Leftwing party. 
This phenomenon was recently illustrated by the 
Brent East bye-election. If the hypothetical 
Libertarians and populist Conservatives were able to 
establish themselves as major forces, this advantage 
would henceforth be enjoyed by the Right. 


Pure fa ntasy 
This scenario seems like pure fantasy at present, espe- 
cially given the Left’s cultural dominance of British 
society via the media and education system. 
Nevertheless, I hope that I have shown that it is pos- 
sible, given the political views of the electorate. 
Indeed, something similar happened in Austria, 
where the People’s Party and Freedom Party com- 
manded a combined majority for two successive gen- 
eral elections and locked out the Left, despite the 
Freedom Party’s internal fractiousness. Sadly, it seems 
that the most likely destiny for the Conservative Party 
is that it will eventually be captured by the ‘mod- 
ernisers’, aided by sympathetic media coverage, and 
the possibility of an amicable split will disappear. 
However, this will leave an enormous vacuum on the 
populist and traditionalist Right, and the prospects 
for a new party to fill this void will be excellent. At 
least one well-known journalist is now calling for this 
to happen, and others may follow.8 

Unfortunately, Britain’s first-past-the-post elec- 
toral system severely restricts the possibility of any 
new party emerging to challenge the status quo, 
unless its support base is geographically concentrat- 
ed. This was demonstrated by the fate of the Alliance 
in the 1983 general election, when the SDP and the 
Liberal Party obtained 92% of the Labour Party’s 
vote, but only 11% as many seats.? This system seems 
unlikely to change in the near future, so any new 
party must initially concentrate on gaining seats at 
the local and European levels. It is thus imperative 
that any emerging political force must be both patient 
enough to consolidate their early victories, and 
respectable enough to strike a deal with the ‘mod- 
ernised’ Conservatives when its influence has grown 
sufficiently. It is up to some of those groups featured 
in the last issue of Right Now! to pool their resources 
and become that force. O 
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Mi decd Blair’s decision to abolish the historic posi- 
tion of Lord Chancellor, and subsume the 
responsibilities of the Lord  Chancellor’s 
Department, Scottish Office and Welsh Office in a 
new Department of Constitutional Affairs — ahead 
of public consultation and parliamentary debate — 
demonstrated, yet again, his contempt for tradition 
and lack of concern for maintaining the union of the 
United Kingdom. 

The abolition of the post of Lord Chancellor 
consigns to history a position that has existed for 
almost 1,400 years. In addition to being head of the 
English judiciary and a member of the Cabinet, the 
Lord Chancellor is also Speaker of the House of 
Lords. The Lord Chancellor is the formal medium 
of communication between the crown and parlia- 
ment; in the absence of the Queen from the state 
opening of parliament, it is the Lord Chancellor’s 
responsibility to read the Queen’s Speech from the 
throne, as well as communicating all other messages 
from the sovereign to parliament. 

Further to the Cabinet reshuffle, Lord (Charlie) 
Falconer of Thornton, QC was appointed Secretary 
of State for the new Department of Constitutional 
Affairs (which now covers the courts, legal aid and 
the legal profession in place of the Lord 
Chancellor’s Department, and also subsumes the 
Scottish Office and the Welsh Office), with 
Transport Secretary Alistair Darling MP also 
becoming Secretary of State for Scotland and Welsh 
Secretary Peter Hain MP also becoming Leader of 
the House of Commons. 

The government has pledged to introduce legis- 
lation to provide for sweeping changes to the crim- 
inal justice system, including the creation of a US- 
style supreme court in place of the law lords and an 
‘independent’ Judicial Appointments Commission 
to select candidates for appointment as judges in 
English and Welsh courts in place of judges either 
being directly appointed by the Lord Chancellor or 
— in the case of the most senior judges — by the 
Crown, with advice from the Lord Chancellor and 
the Prime Minister. 

The removal of the law lords from the House of 
Lords is little more than a further stage in Blair’s 
plans to revolutionise the composition of their lord- 
ships’ house, whilst the establishment of a Judicial 
Appointments Commission has more to do with 
ensuring that more women and ethnic minorities 
take silk and are eventually appointed judges than 
with securing the appointment of the most able 
individuals irrespective of their sex and/or race. The 
Judicial Appointments Commission, not unlike the 
proposed Appointments Commission for appoint- 
ing non-party members to HMG’s new-look House 
of Lords, has more to do with Blair securing jobs 
for his own supporters in advance of Labour losing 
a future general election than with ‘modernising the 
constitution’. 


Blair’s contempt 


As to what influenced Blair’s decision, one feels it is 
primarily his contempt for the United Kingdom’s 
heritage and traditions, as indicated by his incorpo- 
ration of the European Convention on Human 
Rights into UK domestic law (via the 1998 Human 
Rights Act). One cannot help feeling that the 
Judicial Appointments Commission 1s likely to be 
stuffed with apologists for the European 
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Convention which will guarantee that, although law 
lords will soon no longer be able to sit and vote in 
the House of Lords, senior judges themselves will 
usurp the authority of any laws made by parliament 
by applying the European Convention on Human 
Rights to any judgement they make. 

Whilst Scotland (with its separate legal system) 
already has a judicial appointments commission and 
Northern Ireland is shortly to have one, that does 
not detract from the folly of incorporating the 
European Convention on Human Rights into UK 
domestic law as, although the eventual abolition of 
the post of Lord Chancellor may separate the judi- 
ciary from the executive, enshrining such profound 
‘rights’ (as those included in the European 
Convention) in law will inevitably become a charter 
for lawyers and judges to politicise their arguments 
and judgements. Judicial appointments commis- 
sions have the potential to unleash a direct challenge 
to the authority of parliament and politicise judge- 
ments in both civil and criminal law hearings, to the 
detriment of the historic notion of all men (and 
women and children) being equal under the law, 
whilst until one knows how they are to be consti- 
tuted one must place a huge question mark against 
their purported independence. 

Leaving that aside, transferring the Lord 
Chancellor’s ceremonial duties to an elected presid- 
ing officer risks destroying centuries of parliamen- 
tary protocol concerning the crown’s relationship 
with parliament which can only serve to exacerbate 
calls for the abolition of parliament’s second cham- 
ber and possibly the monarchy itself. One cannot 
help feeling that was, and is, Labour’s real agenda. 

Affording Alistair Darling the dual roles of 
Transport Secretary and Secretary of State for 
Scotland, and Peter Hain the dual roles of Welsh 
Secretary and Leader of the House of Commons, 
will also restrict the opportunity and time Messrs 
Darling and Hain have to oversee Scottish and 
Welsh matters or speak for Scotland or Wales in 
Parliament and the Cabinet. This will only exacer- 
bate support for separatists in the SNP and Plaid 
Cmyru. 

Diminishing the role of the Secretaries of State 
for Scotland and Wales would be welcome were we 
to move towards having more UK-wide legislation 
and UK-wide departments of state, but the chances 
of this occurring are virtually nil. So it would appear 
that Scottish and Welsh interests and concerns are to 
be marginalized in a Cabinet made up of mainly sec- 
retaries and ministers of state for English depart- 
ments and a parliament that is increasingly unable to 
debate matters devolved to subordinate legislatures 
elsewhere in the United Kingdom, whilst civil ser- 
vants in the Department of Constitutional Affairs 
will be ordered to concentrate on changes to the 
criminal justice system. As things stand, given Lord 
Falconer’s experience with the Millennium Dome, 
he is sure to make a proper ‘charlie’ of himself, in 
more ways than one! QO) 
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Caught out by culture? 


Roger Kershaw wonders if David Blunkett is an optimist or a realist about British Islam 











David Blunkett 
facing the 
challenges of 
fragmented 
contemporary 
Britain. 

(Shame the rest 
of us don’t get a 
police 
bodyguard...) 








the present period is hardly a time for optimism 

in inter-civilizational relations, whether abroad 
or (dare I say it?) on the British home front. When 
the leaders of a state of modest capacity have dis- 
tinctly proactive pretensions, a certain thick-skinned 
quality is prescribed, even a degree of selective vision 
in face of what non-politicians might perceive as insu- 
perable obstacles or devastating disappointments. No 
doubt Tony Blair’s irrepressible and _religiously- 
charged optimism helped him personally to stay the 
course in the build-up to war in Iraq, and it will now 


stand him in good stead in the awful anti-climax of 


guerilla war and political fragmentation ‘out there’, 
and pervasive scepticism about WMD ‘back here’. 
Even the suicide of David Kelly, under pressure to 
vindicate the government case, and the Istambul 
bombings, have not prompted the prime minister’s 
resignation. This is the kind of resilience that David 
Blunkett may well envy as he beholds the challenges 
of fr. agmented contemporary Britain. 

In particular, any inherent alienation of Muslims 
who take their religious commands seriously has been 
exacerbated by the impact of the same war — the first 
in which Britain has attacked a Muslim state since a 
large Muslim population became established here. 
Today even the Labour Party in the city of 
Manchester can lose a local government stronghold 
to a Pakistani citizen campaigning on opposition to 
an “attack on Muslim brothers and sisters”. Not long 
after his election in May, we heard that Liaqat Ali is 
an asylum seeker as well, and uses an interpreter at 
the city council’s expense so that he can keep up with 
the debates (which are not in his native Urdu). In this 
situation, some of the remedies for malintegration 
which the Home Secretary has proposed this year 
seem wide of the empirical mark — in spite of his 
undeniable realism, for which I give him a higher rat- 
ing than Blair most days of the week. Could it be that 
he has got a touch of that Blairite optimism himself, 
with some of the blinkered vision? 


Access to British culture 
The key assumption behind Blunkett’s strategy for 
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making the Muslims British turned out to be that a 
shared language would give access to British culture 
— not so much by mediating its values directly as by 
facilitating contact and communication with its 
native bearers, whereby these values would be under- 
stood, appreciated and forthwith adopted. At least 
this was the position enunciated early this year. It 
seemed to have superseded the cruder, direct exhorta- 
tions against certain Muslim practices, such as female 
genital mutilation or arranged marriage. 

Yet significantly, Blunkett never challenged any 
more central tenet of the religion. Indeed, in late 
2001 he had gone out of his way to assuage Muslim 
sensitivity Over anti-terrorist action by trying to cre- 
ate an offence of ‘ ‘religious incitement”. In essence, 
the Muslim religion is off-limits, except where an 
individual preacher advocates violence over a consid- 
erable period of time. Thus it seemed somehow con- 
sistent that when Professor Crick’s package of pro- 
posed conditions for naturalisation was spelled out 
definitively this September — a little formal knowl- 
edge of Britain’s institutions and history, and scarcely 
more of its language — the former was to be studied 
by formal methods (not by long interaction with 
native society), while the primary purpose of the 
smattering of English, as David Blunkett let slip, was 
to enable government to “see off the racists” in native 
society (rather than to modify racist or religious 
stereotypes among the immigrants; Blunkett did sug- 
gest that through English classes immigrant women 
would be emboldened to venture out to the shops, 
where they would experience proximity with the 
natives and even exchange a few words with them, 
but one wondered how this would come about if 
their culture allows husbands to bar exit from the 
home).1 

More especially — given that Islam is such a pow- 
erful cultural force and identity marker, secure under 
British law, and sustained by the concentration of 
Muslim populations — one wonders how the learning 
of English may weaken the international linkages and 
loyalties among the younger generation of the 
Ummah. Hardly a day goes by but we hear or read of 
the growing alliseatiact: of ‘young British Muslims’, 
whether inspired by Bin Laden videos and because 
British participation in the invasion of Iraq is seen as 
a ‘war on Islam’; or in defensive reaction to native 
British suspicion arising from September 11th, and 
the recent mild restrictions on the asylum influx; or, 
doctrinally, as propagated by a Muslim conference in 
Birmingham in August, because it is not possible to 
be both a bona fide Muslim and loyal to the British 
state. Yet most of the ‘young British Muslims’ whom 
I hear expressing their alienation on radio have a per- 
fect command of English (usually one of its northern 
dialects), having been born and brought up here. So 
on the criterion of language they are already perfect- 
ly assimilated. This is why they need to take time out 
in Yemen or Pakistan to study Arabic or Urdu (and 
pick up other ‘useful skills’ not taught in the UK.) It 
is of course through English that they absorb the 
anti-Western propaganda of magazines such as Youth 
Today. Is it not the case that social modernisation and 
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an education in English are among the factors mak- 
ing a proportion of this generation less amenable to 
appeals for loyalty than their parents, who are still 
illiterate in English and safely apolitical although 
physically in our midst? 

To be fair to David Blunkett, he has admitted in 
a preposterously named booklet that it was not lack 
of English fluency that caused the northern city riots 
in 2001.2 He also looked to foster some of the con- 
ditions of loyalty apart from a shared language, by 
appointing the committee which has now presented 
its proposals for citizenship eligibility testing. He 
even demurred from Professor Crick’s interim 
thoughts on the test because it would not include 
questions on British history.3 In other words, at that 
point he was seemingly out of tune with the tangibly 
non-assimilationist Professor Parekh, whose Report 
on multi-ethnic Britain decried the “island story” of 
the British as dangerously exclusivist mythology, 
needing to be “reimagined”.4 

However, David Blunkett’s remarks as Professor 
Crick submitted his final report in September 2003 
were much more in the Parekh pv» 
mould: integration is not to be 
at the cost of separate identi- 
ties; indeed any assault on 
these will frustrate it.5 One lis- 
tened in vain for some 
acknowledgement that because 
the Muslim faith calls for the 
political hegemony of Islam 
through Shariah, the mainte- 
nance of ‘Muslim culture’ 
against the inroads of assimila- 
tion is almost by definition 
counter-integrative. 

The absolutely _ bizarre 
thing about the naturalisation tests is that they could 
not be applied to the Muslims who were born here 
and are citizens already. What this huge group knows 
and feels about Britain is far more vital to its ultimate 
cohesion and security than the position of newcom- 
ers, especially the genuine asylum seekers, who are 
more desperate to win acceptance. Yet, even the 
devising of a ‘relevant’ (read ‘concessionary’) history 
syllabus for schools looks like a no-win situation for 
the British state. Any Muslim teenager who is already 
in the thrall of Islamic revival at the start of second- 
ary education (having completed Muslim Primary, let 
us surmise), and thus possesses a distinct and critical 
ethnic selfconsciousness, will be reinforced in that 
state of being if and as ethnic history extends the 
opportunity to ‘discover one’s roots’. He or she will 
very likely dismiss any British history as an insidious 
instrument for depriving the Muslims of their 
‘birthright in one way or another. 

This is a scenario that takes some of its plausibili- 
ty from the existence of a ‘discourse of post-mod- 
ernism’ on the British left and among academic race- 
relations theorists, let alone the many-faceted British 
opposition to British involvement in Iraq. I mean 
that both phenomena confirm, through concurrence, 
the validity of Muslim paranoia about Anglo- 
American intentions towards Islam. It will be no 
comfort to the Home Secretary that anti-war march- 
es help to bridge ethnic division in that context, for 
they widen the gulf between Muslim citizens and the 
state, in a way that is rather distinct from the ‘per- 
fectly British’ opposition of the Labour and Lib-Dem 
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type of campaigner. 

Nor can there be much consolation in the fact that 
a leading New Labour think-tanker, previously noted 
for branding any defence of British identity as ‘white 
racism’, has lately come to observe the counter-inte- 
grative flaws in ‘multiculturalist’ doctrine, as it affects 
not only newcomers but the natives too.° The damage 
has already been done — and will continue to be done 
so long as the race relations industry flourishes, or 
David Blunkett himself muses whimsically about 
achieving integration with or through diversity. 
Echoing Robin ‘Tikka’ Cook’ and his successor at the 
Foreign Office,’ he has claimed that contemporary 
patterns of migration merely extend the tradition of 
enriching our cultural capital through global links.? In 
September this year he even compared the ethnic 
identities of the new migrants to the thoroughly com- 
patible “national feeling” of the Welsh and Scots 
British. It would indeed be a token of the depth of our 
contemporary crisis if Blunkett, like more than one of 
his Cabinet colleagues, former or subsisting, has been 
brought to disbelieve, or does not dare to admit, that 
we are in a situation without 
precedent. 
“Coiled spring” 
Admittedly, his description of 
British society as a “coiled 
spring”, ready to turn to the far 
Right and seek scapegoats for 
the influx of the asylum-seek- 
ing hordes and the terrorists 
closeted among them, bespoke 
a man of some lucidity.!0 But in 
that interview, even more than 
on air in September, his focus 
was on the way the ethnic 
British may react, not on any formula for integrating 
the latest immigrants. It seems worth a thought 
whether he now has a sense that this task will defy and 
defeat all the resources of British liberal tradition and 
institutions (being positively hindered, by the way, by 
the counterproductive humanitarianism of the Upper 
House over issues such as where refugee children 
should be taught English). Has realism won out over 
optimism after all, but with an unwonted strand of 
fatalism now creeping in? Blunkett must know better 
than anyone that full abrogation of the European 
Convention on Human Rights is not conceivable by 
any Labour government, for all that the taboo on sug- 
gesting it was broken this year by the Prime Minister. 

Tony Blair’s impromptu promise in February 
2001 to cut the rate of asylum applications “by haif 
within seven months” had added to the i incipient fog 
of fantasy descending ‘from above’ — an atmosphere 
prone to discourage the most hopeful realist or prag- 
matic optimist any day. At the time of writing, the sta- 
tistics for applications indeed indicate a 50% drop, 
thanks to new controls offshore, but this leaves a 
known rate of over 40,000 a year, and an unknown 
increase in immigrants infiltrating illegally. The 
increasing calls from the humanitarian and evangelical 
left for an accommodating adjustment of identity by 
the native British are very much to the point. Given 
the obstacles to integration of the newcomers, an 
agenda for shifting native British identity instead has 
relatively greater prospects of success. Here, at least, 1s 
one policy area where guarded optimism may be 
more justified! O 
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Is capitalism conservative any more? 








Ian Fletcher says that conservatives have given big business a blank cheque for too long 


"In different 
historical 
periods, 
various 
conservative 
policies have 
been useful 
to capitalists, 
but their 
fundamental 
priority is 
profit and 
they are 
uninterested 
in conservatism 
for its own 
sake.” 


iG this age of politically correct idiocy, things that 
‘everyone knows’ are often wrong. One of the 
most destructive illusions in British politics today is 
that capitalism is still conservative. Many Britons 
who wish to conserve their country so it will still be 
here for their children and grandchildren support 
capitalist policies because they believe this. This 
delusion is deliberately promoted by the Right, to 
hold on to its supporters, the Left, to seem moderate, 
and the capitalists, to hide their socially destructive 
effects. As this delusion is currently crippling the 
Conservative Party, it must be debunked forthwith. 

What people don’t realize is that the alliance 
between capitalism and conservatism that everyone 
takes as a permanent fact of political life was based 
upon changeable historical facts, not permanent 
ones, and that history has moved on. 

The key is this: the only thing capitalists itrin- 


sically wish to conserve is their own property, and 


insofar as they are interested in conserving anything 
else, it is because they see conserving these things as 
a means to conserve that property. In different histor- 
ical periods, various conservative policies have been 
useful to capitalists, but their fundamental priority is 
profit and they are uninterested in conservatism for 
its own sake. 

For example: during the Cold War, capitalists 
were threatened by world communism. Because 
Marxism was atheistic, this caused them to support 
conservation of the traditional Christian religious 
identity of the West to rally electorates against ‘god- 
less communism’. This appeal was more explicit in 
America than in Britain, but it was part of the Tory 
worldview, of Christian Democrat parties in 
Germany, Italy and elsewhere, and of anti-commu- 
nist forces in nations like Poland and South Korea 
with significant Christian populations. 

But remove the communist threat, and 
Christianity no longer has this usefulness. In fact, it 
is an inconvenience to capitalists in many ways. It 
interferes with the profitable mar keting of sexual 
licentiousness. It encourages expensive charity 
towards the poor. It encourages Christian societies 
to reject non-Christian immigrants. Worst, it teach- 
es that there are higher purposes in life than making 
money, and the arrogance of capitalists today is such 
that they resent any competing ideal. And the ethos 
of contemporary capitalism is a superficial pagan 
raucousness that is anti-Christian. 

The Cold War made capitalists wish to conserve 
nationalism, too, because: 

(a) Marxism was (with tactical exceptions) inter- 
nationalist. The workers have no fatherland, et cetera. 

(b) Nationalism produced support for strong 
militaries in the advanced Western nations. 

(c) Nationalism was an effective counter-ideology 
against Marxist attempts to penetrate the Third 
World. This was true in Turkey, Argentina, Chile, El 
Salvador, Indonesia, Iran, Taiwan, Malaya and else- 
where. Nations where Marxists got their hand on 
the nationalist card, like Vietnam, were disasters for 
the West. 

Today, capitalists no longer have these reasons to 
support nationalism. They'd rather have globalism, 





the liquidation of nation-states in favor of a border- 
less global market. 

Furthermore, the increasing affluence of modern 
Western society has undermined the capitalist affin- 
ity for nationalism because it has given capitalists a 
huge economic incentive to covet cheap foreign 
labour. They do this either abroad, by exporting 
jobs and importing products, or domestically, by 
importing foreign workers. In 1900, the average 
European working-class laborer was so cheap that 
there was little point in trying to replace him with a 
Chinaman. 

Transportation costs were also higher, commu- 
nications more primitive, and foreign populations 
less technically skilled than today, so there was much 
less profit in outsourcing work to foreign nations. It 
simply wouldn’t have been practical to shift huge 
sections of British industry to the Far East. 

Western affluence has also eliminated the old 
capitalist fear of a general revolt against property, an 
unstated spectre that used to lie behind the whole of 
politics. In 1850 or 1900, there was a wide enough 
gap between the bulk of the population and the cap- 
italists that class-based confiscation was a real threat. 
The pre-modern world was so poor, compared with 
today, that it could not afford to bribe people to 
behave and had to resort to strong social conventions 
of order and subordination. Capitalists supported 
anything that promised to keep rebelliousness in 
check. This made anything cultural that smacked of 
disorder suspect, and made capitalists support a 
general mentality of ‘do not disturb existing 
arrangements’, which anyone will recognize as the 
classic conservative mindset. 

Furthermore, until about 1900, British capitalists 
were partly dependent on the pre-capitalist aristoc- 
racy to run the political order that protected their 
property. A landed aristocracy is by definition a con- 
servative class, because the essence of its life is privilege 
and its privileges are inherited things that must be 
conserved to be enjoyed. Even after the aristocracy 
passed from the political scene, its influence lingered 
because it had been in charge when many of 
Britain’s key institutions and practices were estab- 
lished. But this is 100 years ago now, and the relentless 
accumulation of gradual Berea and institutional 
change has gradually effaced most relics of aristocrat- 
ic conservatism. As late as 1950, this wasn’t true. 

To some extent, capitalists used to be conservative 
simply because society as a whole was conservative, 
for many reasons including pre-Darwinist religion, 
the limited franchise, and the limits of technology, 
and capitalists are fundamentally Opportunists who 
will play along with whatever regime is in charge so 
long as they can make money. They are quite content 
to make their peace with the liberal state so long as 
it doesn’t take too large a cut. In fact, many capital- 
ists, like those selling to the government, make 
more money under a liberal regime, and it is not 
necessary for the government to please all capitalists, 
only enough to secure a sufficient base of support. 
The liberal regulatory state also provides certain 
benefits to capitalists, like increasing barriers to 
entry in the industries into which they have sunk 
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“Capitalists today are interested in economi- 


cally penetrating the Third World” — low labour 
costs made Malaysia, above, a favoured loca- 
tion for globalist enterprises. 





their capital, that limit competition and protect 
entrenched capitalist interests. 

Colonialism also used to make capitalists nation- 
alist, as they wanted expansionist nationalism in 
European states to open up the rest of the world to 
trade and feared losing markets and investments 
without it. But with no colonial empires today, 
nationalism no longer serves this purpose. Capitalists 
used to endorse racism as a buttress of colonialism, 
but now it has no such use, and in fact interferes 
with the importation of racially foreign cheap labor. 
Capitalists today who are interested in economically 
penetrating the Third World know that soldiers in 
pith helmets provoke indigenous resistance now 
that nationalism has spread to the Third World. 
They prefer to exercise control by means of interna- 
tional institutions that weren’t available in 1900, 
like the World Bank, the International Monetary 
Fund, and the World Trade Organization. 

These globalist impulses also lead capitalists into 
the arms of a class that is the natural enemy of real 
conservatives: transnational ‘progressives’, the dera- 


cinated international do-gooder class who staff 


these institutions. Big business has a lot in common 
with the contemporary Left, as big business and big 
government both partake of the same bureaucratic 
administrative spirit that dissolves individual 
responsibility in favor of anonymous organisations. 
Like transnational progressives, big companies openly 
brag about how they have no particular loyalty to 
any one nation in which they do business. They 
both flatter themselves that nationalism is ‘primi- 
tive and ‘parochial while they are ‘advanced’ and 
‘cosmopolitan’. 

One could say that when capitalism was young, 
and the world as a whole poor, capitalism had to 
make friends with other political forces to get what 
it wanted. Now that capitalism has matured, and 
the world is much richer, capitalism can afford just 
to buy what it needs without anyone’s help. 

It cannot be emphasized enough that interna- 
tional markets and international corporations have 
no particular loyalty to Britain, even if they happen 
to have their headquarters here. International capital 
views Britain as just another production platform, 
with certain pluses and minuses, in which its objec- 
tive is to pay as little as possible for its labor and get 
as much as it can for its products. 





Big Business today is on the Left on every impor- 
tant issue that does not directly affect its profits. 
Its emerging ideology is to tack to the Left on non- 
economic issues it does not really care about in 
order to be able to tack to the Right on the eco- 
nomic issues it does. It promotes racial diversity in 
order to normalize the importation of cheap labor. 
It adopts a veneer of faddish hipness to satisfy con- 
sumerism’s need for continual novelty. It promotes 
feminism to suck more women into the profit- 
producing workforce. It favors liquidation of the 
traditional family in order to force internal family 
activities, from cooking to child-care, into the prof- 
itable outside economy. It spouts a cloud of ‘anti- 
hierarchica? and ‘empowerment rhetoric to draw 
an egalitarian veil over increasing income inequality. 
Since, of course, capitalists tend to be rich enough 
to avoid paying any personal price for the conse- 
quences of liberal idiocy i in the police, the schools, 
and elsewhere, because they can buy their way into 

safe neighborhoods and private schools, their tacit 
pact with liberalism is a cost-free bargain for them. 

The conflict between conservatism and capital- 
ism tends to come as a shock to contemporary ears, 
but 100 or 200 years ago, when the world was wiser 
about many fundamental questions, it was a com- 
monplace. None of this would surprise Burke, 
Metternich, or de Maistre. Glib wine-bar Tories who 
think conservatism began with Milton Friedman 
would do well to remember this. 

Does this all mean conservatives should reject 
capitalism? No, since capitalism, or more precisely 
the mostly-capitalist mixed economy that all prosper- 
ous nations actually have, is still the most effective 
known economic system, despite obvious problems 
and needed reforms. But conservatives must aban- 
don the delusion that capitalism’s political interests 
are identical with their own. They must fight for 
conservative political values themselves, and not rely 
on capitalists doing it. They must get over their current 
squeamishness about attacking capitalist interests 
and face the fact that sometimes capitalism is — 
believe it or not and hold onto your double-breasted 
suit — the enemy of conservatism. What is needed is 
not to do away with capitalism, but constrain it 
within nation-conserving rules like a ban on the 
importation of foreign labor. Capitalists won’t like 
it, but as noted above, they are fundamentally 
opportunists and will cave in if confronted with suf- 
ficient political power. 

This all explains, by the way, the most astonishing 
political fact of the Blair era: the strange death of 
Tory England. As long as the Tory party clings to 
the outdated 1980s assumption that the key issue in 
Britain is socialism vs capitalism and thus takes cap- 
italism to be its ideological heart, it is inevitable that 
it will follow the capitalists down the garden path of 
social liberalism — which is of course exactly what it 
has done, under the pathetic illusion that this con- 
stitutes ‘modernization’. But as we have seen, it is 
precisely because the Tory party has ot modernized, 
and is stuck with outdated assumptions about capi- 
talism, that it does this! Real modernization for 
Tories would consist in grasping the changed rela- 
tion of capitalism to conservatism and restoring the 
latter as their ideological core principle. It’s either 
that, or sell off the country piece-by-piece under the 
delusion that this is conservative so long as the 
cheques clear. O 
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Capitalist - but not 
conservative. 

Mike Moore, former 
head of the World 
Trade Organisation, 
was interested only 
in removing the 
‘barriers to free 
trade’ that hold back 
the multinationals’ 
profits. 


Ian Fletcher is a 
freelance writer 
based in New York 
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What all Britons owe each other 


Robert Henderson outlines the reciprocal obligations of the state and its citizens 











The relationship 
between the 
individual and the 
state: a detail of 
the title page of 
Thomas Hobbes’s 
Leviathan, or The 
Matter, Form, and 
Power of a 
Commonwealth 
Ecclesiastical and 
Civil (1651), 
illustrated by the 
French artist 
Abraham Bosse. 
The body is made 
up of countless 
individual men, tiny 
figures representing 
nobles, common- 
ers, and clergymen, 
who have incorpo- 
rated themselves in 
the body of the 
state. 
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i its purest form, liberal internationalism holds 
that a man may live anywhere he wishes and owe 
no particular allegiance to any people, place or society. 
In theory, although not in practice, it is an imagined 
universe in which the individual is supreme in his 
atomistic and egotistical desires and the nation state 
no more than an administrative adjunct to his life. 
(In practice, the liberal internationalist says that you 
may behave as you wish provided your behaviour 
meets politically correct values. ) 

If liberal internationalism was merely the eccen- 
tric philosophy of those without power it would be 
no more than another utopian curiosity. As it is the 
present ideology of Western elites it is a positive 
danger. Through their control of politics and the 
media they have sufficiently translated into reality 
this fantasy of the world as a place of undifferenti- 
ated settlement to the point where it has severely 
disrupted every Western society. 





The engines of the disruption have been immi- 
gration on a grand scale of peoples unwilling or 
unable to assimilate, ‘globalisatiom of trade and 
industry and an elite propaganda regime, totalitarian 
in its scope and intent, designed to decry native 
Western cultures and de-culturalise native Western 
populations by denying them knowledge of their 
past, whilst promoting the interests and cultures of 
the immigrant. To these ends Western elites have 
abused their control of the law, the media, public pol- 
icy and state education. They have created a situation 
whereby no one may hold a public position without 
at least paying lip-service to their creed. 


Why is liberal internationalism dangerous? 


The liberal internationalist view of the world is 
vicious because it is completely at variance with the 
social instincts of Man, which invariably express 





themselves in some form of tribal organisation, 
whether that be a band of 50 people roaming the 
plains of Africa 10,000 years ago or a modern nation 
of many millions. Men have an absolute need to feel 
part of a community with which they identify natu- 
rally and ideally wish to possess a territory which they 
can call their own. That is why empires invariably 
decay and nations are virtually indestructible, short of 
an act of genocide. 

In short, treating a country simply as no more 
than a convenient place of residence is a short and 
certain route for social disaster. Ultimately a nation 
state only exists because its inhabitants both have a 
shared sense of identity (the nation) and a willingness 
to defend the interests of the country, including i 
extrenus fighting for the country. Destroy that and 
you destroy the integrity of the nation state. The ulti- 
mate consequence of no sense of place is no place. 


The value of the nation state 


A homogeneous society, a true nation, engenders a 
natural loyalty amongst its members: a society in 
which ethnic groups compete for space, the type of 
‘multicultural heaven’ envisaged by the liberal elite, 
results invariably in a first loyalty to the ethnic group. 

Beyond the natural sympathy and cultural sharing 
which glues together a nation, the nation state is also 
the only social vehicle for delivering a degree of dem- 
ocratic control to large societies. Such democratic 
control in turn allows the nation to retain its integri- 
ty by such measures as restricting immigration. 

As a society becomes ethnically fragmented, it 
loses its natural ballast. Citizenship becomes the only 
thing which liberal internationalist governments can 
hold to as a unifying force. But citizenship is a con- 
scious human construct and is no substitute for the 
natural loyalty engendered by the tribal loyalties of 
the true nation. 

Citizenship and nationality are often treated as 
synonymous. This is an error. A man or woman may 
be both a citizen of a state and a member of a nation. 
But he or she can equally be a citizen without belong- 
ing to either the nation or nations that comprise a 
state and may be a member of a nation which either 
has no legal status within the state, for example 
English, or is a nation situated outside the state of 
which the person is a citizen, for example, an Indian 
immigrant to the USA or Britain. 

The cartoonist Ronald Searle expressed the differ- 
ence during a recent interview. Searle has lived in 
France since the 1960s, yet when asked whether he 
would take French citizenship if it was the only way 
of remaining in France he replied: “If they said you 
can only stay in France if you become French I'd say, 
‘Not possible’. It’s like saying P G Wodehouse should 
be French. You can’t simply put on a nationality like 
a jacket. I remain extremely English whatever hap- 
pens” (Sunday Telegraph, 28th September 2003). The 
nation is the totality of individuals within a given 
shared community, the natural sociological expression 
of the individual will. Citizenship is merely a legal 
ticket to exist and reside in a place. 

It makes both moral and prudential sense for 
any society to both secure the loyalty of its people 
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with guaranteed privileges which are not extended 
to foreigners and to reduce the opportunities for 
social friction. In a free society where the individual 
has to decide to give his or her loyalty, the utility of 
such privileges is much greater than it would be in a 
dictatorship. In a democracy it makes not merely 
sense for a government to secure and better the con- 
dition of its people, it is a necessity. 

The modern, industrialised nation state such as 
Britain confers great privileges on those who are part 
of it. It provides a secure environment based on the 
rule of law, a decent material standard of living, 
healthcare and education free at the point of use and, 
in the form of the welfare state, a safety net for those 
who fall on hard times. It is, in short, a very efficient 
life support system which most people in the world 
are desperate to become part of, by hook or by crook. 


Destroying loyalty and cohesion 


But these benefits have been steadily eroded over the 
past 50 years by mass immigration, the movement 
towards free trade and the growth of international 
treaty obligations, most notably Britain’s member- 
ship of the European Union. The effect of these 
changes has been to increase social discord by: 


@ introducing foreign and unassimilated elements 
into British society; 

@ exporting jobs; 

# passing effective political control on many major 
issues from Westminster to bodies such as NATO 
and the WTO or the European Commission. 


The nation state has failed the British in these mat- 
ters. Thus, we can see that the state owes more to its 
citizens than such things as maintaining order, 
defending its borders and providing welfare provi- 
sion. It must provide the social structure within 
which they can be achieved. 

If either immigration or the export of jobs — both 
under the control of governments — make a man 
redundant or force down his wages, the affected 
individual can scarcely be blamed for feeling that his 
government is not merely failing to represent his 
interests but is actively damaging them. What incen- 
tive does that man have to feel an absolute commit- 
ment to his own society? He will be bound by his ties 
of family, friendship and cultural imprinting, but 
what he will not feel is any sense that he is something 
more than a human atom. 

More fundamentally, if an elite constantly tells the 
mass of people that their culture is worthless and 
their history shameful, whilst constantly promoting 
the interests of immigrant peoples and cultures, it 
inevitably has the effect of creating disorientation in 
the mass of people and weakening national cohesion. 


Reciprocity 


The primary duty a democratic government owes is 
to those it represents, that is those who vote it into 
power and their dependent children. If the interests 
of these clash with the interests of foreigners, whether 
resident in the country or abroad, the interests of for- 
eigners must come second. 

How is a democratic government to meet this 
duty? It must strive to create the circumstances in 
which a society is most prosperous, peaceful and 
secure, both physically and psychologically. I suggest 
that these are the ideal requirements: 

# to maintain a clear distinction between natives and 
foreigners. That requires a strict control of immigration; 
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# to protect the industry and commerce of the coun- 
try sufficiently both to provide employment and for 
strategic reasons of self-sufficiency in vital goods and 
services; 
# to spend taxes in ways which directly benefit only 
the country and its members; 
# to ensure the maintenance of democratic institu- 
tions, in particular by avoiding entanglement in inter- 
national treaties which emasculate democratic control; 
% to facilitate the promotion of a knowledge of the 
country’s culture and history above all other cultures 
and histories. 

Conversely, there are ideal requirements of the 
member of the nation state, viz: 


@ the individual should feel himself to be a natural 
member of the nation; 

@ the individual should not see himself as part of a 
group which owes its first loyalty to that group rather 
than the natio; 

@ the individual should give preference to his fellow 
countrymen; 

@ the individual should defend his nation against 
foreign abuse; 

the individual should be willing to sacrifice his 
own interests where these clash fundamentally with 
the interests of the nation — most dramatically he 
should be willing to fight and die if the homeland is 
attacked. 

Generally, the individual should always act to 
protect the interest of the nation. The interest of the 
nation can be normally determined by simply reduc- 
ing any given national choice to the analogy of a per- 
sonal choice in the individual’s private life and asking 
what the individual would do in such circumstances. 

The obligations of government and the individual 
described above are the ideal for the security of a 
nation state. Of course, no society will ever achieve 
such perfection, but the nearer a society approaches 
the ideal the more secure the society and the happier 
its members will be. Conversely, the further it strays 
from it, the closer it will come to fragmentation and 
even civil war. 


"The individual 
should be willing to 
sacrifice his own 
interests where 
these clash 
fundamentally with 
the interests of the 
nation - most 
dramatically he 
should be willing 
to fight and die if 
the homeland 

is attacked" 


- a recruiting 
poster of 1794 
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Ottoman outreach 
“Tslam, one of the great forces 
of history, long ago defeated 
by the armies and navies of a 
mighty Christian Europe, is 
once again feeling its strength 
and finding that it has been 
able to penetrate what were 
once the most impregnable 
fortresses of its great rival...If 
we don’t respect our own cus- 
toms and religion, we may end 
up ... respecting someone 
else’s. (Peter Hitchens, Mail on 
Sunday, 2nd November 2003) 


Quite so 
In an interview with the Times 
on 10th November, European 
Commission President Romano 
Prodi said that the European 
Constitution is “a big change 
from the basic concept of 
nation states. Its a change of 
centuries of history”. He went 
on to attack the use of referen- 
dums and said that people 
would not complain if one was 
not held. However, a poll for 
the European Commission 
found increased support in the 
UK for a referendum on the 
new EU Constitution — 86% 
were in favour, up from 83% 
in July. Only 10% were against 
a referendum. (Vote 2004 
Bulletin, 12th November 2003) 


Spectator support 
“In our modern secular socie- 
ty, we pride ourselves on our 
supposed tolerance. We sneer 
at the bigotry of the past, won- 
dering how the monstrous 
cruelty of events such as the 
Spanish Inquisition could ever 
have occurred. But we should 
not be so smug. For in Britain 
today we have our own pow- 
erful creed, ‘multiculturalism’, 
which is imposed on the pub- 
lic by a political establishment 
that is brimming with self- 
righteous fervour. And anyone 
refusing to accept this dogma 
is likely to be branded a 
heretic, bullied and_ brain- 
washed until they change their 
opinions... the multicultural- 
ists are becoming more 
authoritarian in their suppres- 
sion of negative thinking. In 
their eagerness to impose the 
ideology of diversity, they are 
like the old Soviet Politburo.. 
In some ways, fuficaee 
ism is a reaction to the barbar- 
ity of Hitler’s Nazi regime. 
The sorry paradox is that, in its 
myopia over race and its hys- 


terical intolerance of dissent, 
this doctrine is dragging us 
along the road towards tyranny.” 
(Leo McKinstry, Spectator, Ist 
November 2003) 


Money well-spent 
Millions of pounds of govern- 
ment money supplied to help 
gifted children is being spent 


on inner-city pupils with 
below-average results, while 
bright youngsters in rural 


areas get little support. Among 
those being funded are pupils 
struggling to read and write. 
The problem revolves around 
government guidelines that 
instruct authorities to regard 


the top 5-10% of pupils 

every school as gifted, without 
reference to IQ tests or nation- 
al results. (Julie Henry, Sunday 
Telegraph, 19th October 2003) 


Gullible gringos 
An American student who had 
said he was the victim of racist 
graffiti and a knife attack was 
charged with felony and disor- 
derly conduct after admitting 
that the reports were faked. 
Five days after Jaime 
Alexander Saide, 19, told his 
story to hundreds of North- 
western University students at 
a campus rally against discrim- 
ination, police arrested the 
freshman. Saide had _ told 
police that he found “Die, 
Spic” written on a wall and a 
poster near his college room. 
A few days later, he told 
police, a man grabbed him 
from behind and put a knife to 
his throat as he walked to his 
dormitory after — visiting 
friends. He said the man whis- 
pered an anti-Hispanic epithet 
in his ear before running off. 

Saide told police he made 
up the incidents to “motivate 
minority students and staff to 
the problems of racism”, said 
Evanston Police Commander 
Michael Perry. “These fabricat- 
ed incidents inflamed and 
upset the entire campus com- 
munity needlessly” said 
Northwestern’s vice president 
for student affairs. Students 
said they felt used after sup- 


porting Saide. “It’s obvious 
he’s very disturbed and has 
some issues he has to work 
out”, said one. (Lisa Black, 
Sean D Hamill and Brian 
Cox, Chicago Tribune, 19th 
November 2003) 


Scotch mist 
Glasgow City Council has 
banned God Save The Queen 
from new citizenship cere- 
monies — saying it is racist to 
Scots. Councillors will also 


refuse to fly the Union Jack at 
the events because it has “sec- 
tarian” connections. Although 
the Home Office said “The 
government believes it would 
be right to agree that national 


symbols and the national 
anthem should feature”, 
Glasgow will instead give 
applicants a speech about 
multi-racialism and “some 
form of commitment to the 
new citizen”. Mark Howarth, 
Sun (Scottish edition), 24th 
November 2003 


Poor dears 
The Harmondsworth removal 
centre for failed ‘asylum-seek- 
ers’ near Heathrow was criti- 
cized by the Chief Inspector of 
Prisons in September. Anne 
Owers said there were increas- 
ing disorder, damage and 
escape attempts, with seven 
people attacked each week and 
some detainees starting fires. 
The centre was originally 
expected to process 3,000 peo- 
ple a year but is handling 
12,000. She added that “Low 
staffing levels and the physical 
environment make Harmonds- 
worth essentially an unsafe 


place for both staff and 
detainees”. She noted that 
“detainees complained that 


they had no-one to talk to if 
they were depressed”. (Press 
Association, 29th September 
2003) 


A Ginn too many? 
The Yarls’ Wood detention 
centre for ‘asylum-seekers’ near 
Bedford has reopened, after a 
fire swept through the £100m 
purpose built flagship site dur- 
ing a riot by detainees in early 
2002, costing an estimated 
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£38m in damage. Ultra- 
Leftists demonstrated against 
the reopening by chaining 
themselves together in protest 
of the “appalling? way 
detainees are held. Stop 
Arbitrary Detentions (SAD) at 
Yard’s Wood Campaign organ- 
iser Emma Ginn said that the 
campaign group would con- 
tinue to protest until Yarl’s 
Wood was shut down. (Press 
Association, 29th September 
2003) 


Thieves falling out 
A former senior manager at 
the Commission for Racial 
Equality said that some senior 
members of the CRE are 





involved in “systematic race 
discrimination” against its 
employees. 

Taqdir Bains accused the 
former chairman, the former 
deputy chairman, the chief 
executive, and three others of 
victimisation and of favouring 
Afro-Caribbean — employees 
over Asians. Bains said that he 
was blocked for promotion, 
suspended and finally sacked 
for protesting He said he had 
been with the CRE for five 
years, but his career took a 
nosedive after he complained 
that a black employee had 
been promoted to be a senior 
executive officer without inter- 
view or job evaluation. (Daily 


Telegraph, 9th September 
2003) 

Damning indictment 
Mees pyears) wedtter™= the 


Metropolitan Police promised 
to introduce a “fairer regime” 
for black and Asian personnel, 
a Muslim Metropolitan Police 
officer, Chief Inspector Dal 
Babu, who claimed that he 
failed to win a promotion 
because of his religion, has 
won several thousands pounds 
from the force (although he 
made Chief Inspector grade 
the following year). Babu was 
concerned that the centre did 
not have prayer facilities, 
although these were available 
in other police buildings. 
(Hugh Muir, Guardian, 11th 
September 2003) 
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Liberal Artists: Patrick Wright 


Stuart Millson gets his own back on a leading Leftist 











Patrick Wright - 
“dressed in media 
standard-issue 
black suit and 
black shirt” 


Stuart Millson is a 
contributing editor 
to Right Now! 





he BBC Radio 3 website describes their presenter, 

Patrick Wright, as a “social allegorist” and “living 
national treasure, albeit of'a rather weird variety”. Intended 
as a tribute, this description goes very well against the 
name of a man who has emerged in recent years as one 
of England’s leading deconstructionists: a man who 
regards almost every national and rural impulse, every 
countryside preservationist, mystic and organic herb 
grower as something to watch and monitor, lest they 
all suddenly explode into rampant, open fascism. 

The picture of Patrick Wright chosen by Radio 3 
says a great deal. Dressed in media standard-issue 


black suit and black shirt (a curious mirror image of 


the fascists he affects to despise), we see a man in his 
early middle age; a face which expresses education and 
erudition, but with a slight superiority complex lurk- 
ing beneath the rather cold and self-righteous stare. 
Wright was brought up in Dorset, and later studied 


at Shrewsbury Technical College and the University of 


Kent, eventually ending his long student career with 
an MA in English from a Canadian university, Unable 
to resist the pedagogical world, he worked as a teacher 
for a while, and then became one of our most didactic 
writers, supplementing his academic’s salary (he is 
professor of Modern Cultural Studies at Nottingham 
Trent University) by writing books like On Living in 
an Old Country, A Journey Through Ruins, The Village 
that Died for England and Progress of a Monstrous War 
Machine, as well as innumerable articles for the Guardian, 
Independent, Observer, Sunday Times and London 
Review of Books, plus his regular slots on Radio 3’s 
Night Waves and occasional appearances on television. 

For readers who may wonder why I have picked 
on this national living treasure of a rather weird vari- 
ety, I must tell you why I am grinding my axe. Ten 
years ago in an article for the Guardian, Wright 
described the magazine for which I was then working 
as a freelance (This England) as “an open sewer”. He 
then proceeded — with the help of that impartial body 
of researchers, Searchlight magazine — to describe “the 
rolling English road” that had taken me through vari- 
ous far-Right groups, to the position of freelance 
contributor to Britain’s leading heritage quarterly. 

Needless to say, Wright made a great song-and- 
dance about an article of mine, in which I “tried to gal- 
vanise readers” into confronting the prospect of a 
“multiracial-multicultural” millennium where England 
would surely disappear. Wright commented on how 
Searchlight had complained to WH Smiths about their 
distribution of This England, and even asked why no 
official action had been taken against my articles. This 
attack on free speech was heralded by a headline which 
was a true classic of the Guardian: “The Stain on St 
George’s Flag’ — as if Guardian writers have ever been 
really concerned with preserving England’s honour 
and goodness. But it encapsulated the entire Wright 
worldview: the idea that English idealism is fatally 
flawed and that any attempt to save the land had bet- 
ter not even be contemplated. 

Wright’s most famous work — an enormous, inver- 
tebrate structure — is the recently republished The 
Village That Died for England. On the face of it, this 
huge tome is about the Wessex hamlet of Tyneham, a 
tiny community in the coastal Dorset downland, but 
now a ruin on what is now a gunnery range. 


Tyneham’s inhabitants were marched out by order of 
the government in 1943 — the village and its bay being 
used for a rehearsal of the D-Day landings. Promises 
were made to the villagers, but they never returned. The 
whole story seems to have fascinated Wright to the 
point of obsession, but the author has wandered off on 
his own “winding English road” — this time taking in 
not only the post-war Tyneham conservationists, but 
every Dorset landowner and morris dancer, not to men- 
tion Sir Arthur Bryant, various local MPs, and anyone 
else who has uttered (in David Lovibond’s memorable 
phrase) “the forbidden language of nationhood”. 

Wright relishes the eccentricities, personal strains, 
stresses and feuds of the ruralists who ranged them- 
selves against the post-war state. He dwells on their 
sillier statements, and reveals to us that one gentleman 
— still going strong as a county publisher — was once a 
member of the League of Empire Loyalists — a “con- 
fused” period in the chap’s life, or so we are told. 
Everyone else is apparently nutty, unstable, obsessive, 
yet Patrick Wright seems so in control, so sure of being 
right, so smug and detached from the mere mortals 
who simply decided to do something for their beliefs. 

And such smugness is not just confined to The 
Village that Died for England. \n Town and Country, an 
anthology co-edited by Roger Scruton, Wright com- 
ments on how during a visit to his local butcher, he 
was confronted by “British beef” stickers and Union 
Jacks — an attempt by one local shopkeeper to defend 
his industry and livelihood. Yet to Patrick Wright, it 
was all rather worrying — the Poujadiste little man (no 
doubt going through a “confused” period in his life) 
filling his shop with “mental spitfires”. The author 
does not tell us whether he made a purchase. 

Like so many metropolitan liberals, who, in the 
words of W S Gilbert, seem to love “every country but 
their own”, Wright shuns romantic English patriotism, 
but waxes lyrical over expressions of foreignness and 
multiculturalism. In his BBC Proms lecture of 2001 
(some of its themes derived from The Village That 
Died for England) he told his audience about a slave 
ship that had been wrecked on the Devon coast — the 
idea being, of course, that we have always had some 
sort of multiculturalism in Britain! Recently, descen- 
dants of those slaves had returned to the coast to hon- 
our their ancestors in a colourful ceremony on the 
cliffs — something which caused the lecturer’s voice to 
rise a tone, with a rare warmth manifesting itself on 
the airwaves. Clearly, Wright loved the thought of the 
ancestral dress and drums (so long as they were not 
English!) on the English cliffs. 

Naturally, Patrick Wright is entitled to his views 
and free to produce his books and lectures (a courtesy 
which he does not always extend to others). Indeed, I 
must confess that I rather enjoyed the Tyneham book, 
not least because I received a mention, but only right 
at the end. Thankfully, I was not obsessed by “mental 
spitfires”, but merely someone who produces “mushy 
elegies about England”. Thankfully, though, Wright's 
position is largely meaningless. He may be the toast of 
Hampstead, the cultural emperor of the BBC and 
Islingtonia. But to most Britons he is just another of 
those ‘talking heads’ — a man far removed from the 
experiences and beliefs of the ordinary people of these 
islands. And for that we should be grateful. Q) 
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Enoch Powell was one of the most 
loved - and hated - of modern British 
politicians. His was a life whose range 
and emotional intensity are still barely 
understood. This massive, definitive 
biography is the only one for which 
Powell specifically granted interviews, 
and is the first to draw on his private 
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The Case Against the 
Democratic State 


Gordon Graham, Imprint Academic, 
Exeter, 2002, 96pps, pb, £8.95 


Reviewed by MA K Smith 


In this courageous little book, Professor 
Graham dares, as few dare in these politi- 
cally correct and politically apathetic times, 
to think the unthinkable by questioning 
whether democratic endorsement truly 
legitimises the modern state. As Graham 
comments: 

“While nearly everybody can be made 
to agree that democracy does not always 
work well in practice, there is virtually uni- 
versal agreement that it is a GOOD idea... 
The almost total failure even to consider 
[arguments against democracy] has made 
our faith in democracy blind. And blind 
faith is no better a base for democracy than 
it is for fascism or communism”. 

Graham is neither a ‘bomb-throwing 
anarchist, nor an ultra-reactionary, but a 
moderate libertarian. His starting point, 
which is fairly assumed to concern all 
reasonable readers, is the immense and 
relentless growth of the state over the past 
two centuries. It is indeed a paradox that 
the modern age which prides itself on its 
supposed liberty and permissiveness in 
comparison with earlier times, accepts as 
normal a degree of state interference in pri- 
vate lives which would at one time have 
been considered intolerable. The state has 
become the monopolist of legitimate coer- 
cion, its actions apparently sanctioned and 
sanctified by democracy. Effectively, 
democracy has become the fig-leaf of the 
all-powerful modern state. 

Professor Graham proceeds to illustrate 
his proposition with a series of dazzling 
insights, some his own, others drawn from 
the Masters. He startles us by drawing 
attention to the sheer sloppiness of our use 
and acceptance of political language by 
observing that on any strict analysis the 
British state is “totalitarian”, as 1t may leg- 
islate about any matter. In contrast the 
powers of the United States are “limited” 
as, technically, are certain African states 
where oppressive reality belies the idealism 
of their constitutional arrangements. 

Conservatives may feel least at home 
with Grahams libertarian critique of the 
rationale of the state itself. While we can 
hardly disagree that the state can be an 
instrument for 
Stalin, Hitler and Pol Pot we may doubt a 
central thesis of this essay - Graham’s spe- 
cific challenge to Hobbes’s pessimistic 
view of human nature upon which are 
founded the prescriptions of Leviathan. 
Here perhaps, the essay is on more shaky 
ground. Graham claims to find in such 
institutions as the ‘queue’ (US ‘line’) inti- 
mations of the order, honesty, self-disci- 
pline and good behaviour which might 
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exist in a state of nature, in opposition to 
Hobbes’s assumption of a war of all 
against all. I wonder. In undeveloped cul- 
tures queues are unknown and the devil 
quite clearly takes the hindmost. 

But Graham concedes that the state 
can also be potentially valuable in preserv- 
ing the general good versus individual 
advantage. True indeed, but today we face 
the problem that the power of the modern 
politically correct state is more often than 
not hijacked by politicised minority inter- 
ests — radical movements and_ pressure 
groups who look to the state to enforce 
their ideology and seek to harness state 
power by exploiting and even subverting 
democratic processes. In this, today’s PC 
activists follow the very same path trodden 
by the Nazis. 

Subsidiary to his general thesis, 
Graham provides us with some brilliant 
insights. To take one significant instance 
he details the way in which the culture 
which governs the conduct of professional 
men and women has changed from one of 
trust to one of accountability, with a con- 
sequent replacement of an ethos of profes- 
sional pride with a quasi-legal code. The 
result, Graham suggests, is diminished 
public confidence in the professions. As a 
member of one of Britain’s beleaguered 
professional bodies I heartily concur. 

For surely, it is the government itself, 
rather than voluntary self-regulating 
bodies, around which safeguards need be 
set, and the veneer of democracy does not 
legitimise that which is illegitimate. 
Graham quotes Plato’s arguments in The 
Republic. The intrinsic problem of democ- 
racy is that knowledge and competence are 
not necessary conditions of participation in 
the political process. 

Furthermore, because those who can 
sway the multitude will command the 


majority, democracy encourages dema- 
goguery. Graham suggests convincingly 
that the early 21st Century equivalent of 
the demagogue is the ‘spin doctor’. True, 
the fortunes of spin-doctors have taken a 
dive since the book was published, but 
their eclipse is likely to be temporary. 

The danger of ‘demagoguery” is illus- 
trated by Plato thus: Gorgias admits to 
Socrates that his rhetoric persuaded a man 
to take treatment when a doctor had failed 
to persuade him. Socrates points out that a 
rhetorician could persuade a man to take 
harmful drugs. Such is our everyday expe- 
rience of democracy, for the pernicious 
belief that politics is about opinion rather 
than knowledge has become deeply and 
probably intractably ingrained in the pub- 
lic mindset. 

The myth of ‘people power’ in demo- 
cratic elections is forensically exploded by 
Graham. The power of the individual 
elector to change the outcome is minimal. 
Perhaps that is the great truth that lies 
between the increasing political apathy of 
the British electorate. Whether you are a 
democrat, an anti-democrat or (with a 
growing number of people) somewhat 
indifferent to the claimed charms of 
democracy, you will find much to ponder 
here. The reviewer writes as one who 
believes that democracy is more often than 
not corrupted into a smokescreen for des- 
potism at home, while being arrogantly 
exported abroad as a method of neo-colo- 
nial control, as we see today in Iraq. 

Graham’s own conclusion is clear. He 
accepts that the myth of democracy is too 
deeply embedded in the Western psyche to 
be exploded comprehensively. Rather then, 
he seeks an end to the sophistry and illu- 
sion which surround that myth. To which 
noble objective we may all say amen. 

M A K Smith is the Chairman of the 
Conservative Democratic Alliance 


A Brief History of Crime 
Peter Hitchens, Atlantic Books, 
London, 2003, 315pps, hb, £16.99 


Reviewed by Angela Ellis-Jones 


Readers will have admired Peter Hitchens’ 
earlier book, The Abolition of Brita, in 
which the author shows the causes and 
effects of the cultural revolution which 
overturned Britain from the 1960s 
onwards. In A Brief History of Crime, he 
looks in more depth at what has been 
going wrong in the criminal justice system. 
The crime figures are startling. In 1921, 
recorded crime in England and Wales 
stood at 103,000 offences. By 1951, this 
had reached 525,000, by 1971 1.7 million, 
by 1981 nearly 3 million and by 1991, 5.2 
million, a level around which it has contin- 
ued up to the present day. What underlies 
this phenomenal explosion of criminality 
and consequent misery? 
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The essence of Hitchens’ case is that by 
implementing wrong policies in the areas 
of policing, prisons, gun control, drugs, 
qualification for jury service and abolition 
of capital punishment, the liberal elite 
governing class of both parties of 20th 
Century Britain has brought the country 
close to catastrophe. 

Hitchens is the first writer to show 
how Britain’s policing ethos changed from 
the Dixon of Dock Green, ‘bobby on the beat’ 
preventative policing to the ‘unit beat’, car- 
based, react-after-the-event policing that we 
have today. The major culprit was the god- 
father of the permissive society, Roy Jenkins, 
who as Home Secretary endorsed experi- 
ments in this area by local forces. Yet the 
issue was never debated in parliament, 
there was no White Paper, no Royal Com- 
mission, no real awareness by the popula- 
tion at large of what was going on. 

The old system for maintaining law 
and order was based on the deterrents of 
preventative policing and an unpleasant 
prison regime. The seeds of trouble in the 
prison arena were sown when the state 
incarcerated middle-class conscientious 
objectors during the First World War. Their 
complaints about a regime not designed 
for people of their gentility gained wide 
publicity, and by the 1930s had been 
endorsed by most opinion-formers. 

Hitchens demolishes one of our most 
widely accepted myths: that more guns mean 
more crime. Britons have a historic right to 
bear arms, but in the course of the 20th 
Century the state disarmed the citizenry. 
The only people who benefit from this are 
of course the criminals, who will not be 
deterred by any number of laws against 
guns. Switzerland, that model of social 
peace and order, is among the most heavily 
armed countries in the world. States in the 
USA with the highest levels of gun owner- 
ship are among the most peaceful. 

What strikes the reader about this cata- 
logue of governmental incompetence is 
how many of the damaging changes were 
initiated or encouraged by ‘Conservative’ 
governments. If the police today are ham- 
strung from action by the requirement of 
bureaucratic form-filling, they can blame 
the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 
1984, inexplicably passed by a Conservative 
government at the height of its powers. 
Similarly, the Occupiers’ Liability Act 
1984 made Britain a land fit for burglars to 
burgle in. The role of that defeatist elitist, 
Lord Hailsham, the Lord Chancellor, in 
the passage of this act is closely scrutinised. 

Another very damaging piece of legis- 
lation passed by a nominally ‘Conservative’ 
government was the Criminal Justice Act 
1972, which implemented the proposals of 
the mid-1960s Departmental Committee 
on Jury Service. The Committee recom- 
mended that liability to jury service should 
be open to all on the electoral register, 
rather than only householders, as had been 





the case — despite the fact that the 
Committee recognised that the householder 
qualification “does at present serve the pur- 
pose of excluding a significant proportion 
of the criminal classes”. The upshot of the 
1972 Act, confirmed by the Juries Act 
1974, was predictable: the number of 
acquittals rose dramatically as criminals 
were at last truly tried by their peers. 

Throughout the book runs the theme 
of the relation between the state and its cit- 
izens. The old contract was that the state 
would protect and support the law-abiding, 
and deal justly with the delinquent. Under 
the new dispensation, the state has, in true 
liberal fashion, adopted a position of neu- 
trality as between law-abiding and law- 
breakers. The implications are clear: “The 
more we treat crime as the symptom of a 
social and economic disease, requiring 
treatment rather than penalties, the more 
the state will need to become an apparatus 
of repression. The more the police are 
required to treat individual offenders with 
care and consideration, the more the law- 
abiding population will have to be 
restrained by the authorities from taking 
action in their own defence”. 

The author ends with the chilling 
warning that we are now living in the short 
interval between crisis and catastrophe. 


The only glimmer of hope is that, unlike 
other aspects of the cultural revolution 
that he described in The Abolition of 
Britain, the changes that were made in the 
criminal justice field are relatively easy to 
reverse. The balance of power between the 
criminal and lawless on the one hand, and 
the civilised and law-abiding on the other, 
has been disturbed by a series of measures 
and changes that could quite easily be 
repealed or amended. But a moral count- 
er-revolution is also needed. 

The book is well-furnished with 
quotable quotes: “England is rapidly 
becoming a place where the good are 
afraid of the bad and the bad are not afraid 
of anything”; “Once we had the Queen’s 
peace, which was ours. Now we have the 
people’s police, who belong to the elite 
state”; “Criminals do not offend against 
their fellow human beings because they 
have too little self-esteem, but because 
they have too much” and “Liberalism will 
defend to the death everybody’s right to 
agree with it”. 

The only shortcoming of this illumi- 
nating book is that it has no footnotes. 
Such treatment would have made a strong 
case even stronger. 

Angela Ellis-Jones is a contributing 
editor to Right Now! 





Return Of The Heroes: 


The Lord of the Rings, Star Wars, Harry Potter And Social Conflict 
Hal G P Colebatch, cybereditions.com, 2003, pb, 176 pages, NZ$17.95 


(NZ$12.95 electronic edition) 
Reviewed by Brian A Peachey 





Dr Colebatch commences his book with the thought-provoking premise that “At the 
dawn of the third millennium it often seems that every traditional Western value, system 
of ethics and art form is collapsing. Notions of chivalry, heroism, nobility and valour — 
even to a large extent notions of dignity and modesty — which previously infused Western 
culture seem to have vanished”, Then with hope, which is the essence of the work, he 
writes: “But against a picture of endless collapse and upheaval there have emerged enor- 
mously popular works of film and literature that reveal underlying attachments to tradi- 
tional Western values. The Lord of the Rings and Star Wars — more recently and in a dif- 
ferent key the Harry Potter stories — are among the most notable. The deep, responsive 
chord they have struck tell more about the true state of culture”. The Lord of the Rings is 
estimated to be the biggest-selling novel of the 20th Century, with sales of at least 50m. 
The first Star Wars film is consistently voted the best film of the millennium and sales of 
the Harry Potter books have reached about 100m in under four years. 

Colebatch looks back at the 20th Century which saw advances in doctrines of moral 
relativism. One of the most frustrating aspects of reviewing any of Colebatch's works 1s 
the inclination to quote large pieces of it because of his insightfulness and the literary 
quality. His defence of J R R Tolkien, author of Lord of the Rings, and George Lucas, cre- 
ator and director of Star Wars, is a slashing attack on their critics, “who have run along 
modern nihilistic lines with a political agenda”. 

“In The Lord of the Rings and Star Wars” Colebatch claims “there is a general consis- 
tency and other values. A political outlook that emphasises the individual rather than the 
ideological collective is linked with a religious outlook emphasising Eternity and Last 
Things [Colebatch’s emphasis] and also the importance of the individual in Last Things, 
or, put another way, the transcendent existence and transcendent importance of a personal 
God, who is the author and authorisation of permanent values”. 

Return of the Heroes is more than just a good read. It is an important work which looks 
to tradition and the heritage of the past as things to be preserved and cherished, not shat- 
tered to make way for the future. It does not propose a new, popular morality or way of 
thought, but encourages traditional morality and good behaviour “in defiance of the spir- 
it of the age”. 

Brian A Peachey writes from Western Australia. Available from www.cybereditions.com 
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MUSICAL CHAIRS 


Michael Howard, come on down! You are this 
week’s leader of the Conservative Party! No wonder 
they are called ‘the stupid party’ — a current failure 
has been replaced by a failure from the past. What 
an uninspiring selection. Howard has had a che- 
quered political history, and no doubt Labour are at 
this very moment scheming how best to use this 
against him come the next election. Whilst Tories 
like a strong leader (and Howard 
will, therefore, shore up their 
core vote) the philosophical 
divide between traditional 
Tories and the new ‘cuddly 
and inclusive’? ones remains 
and will inevitably lead to ten- 
sions in the future. 

In any event, it is the Tory 
party, not just its leader, which 
is unpopular in the country. 
The public simply don’t 
trust the Tories and while 

it is, of course, always 
possible for a brand to 
relaunch itself and 

regain market share, 
to do so it must have 
a clear and popular 
message. The Tories 
have neither. Having 
said that, Labour are 
becoming increasingly 
unpopular and could just 
hand victory at the 
next general election 
to the Tories on a plate, 
but more likely will be a messy result 
Labour retaining a majority, albeit greatly 
reduced. No doubt the Tories will then put the 
chairs out and start the music up again, seeking a 
new leader, hoping once more to find the mythical 
man with the magical touch who will deliver them 
victory. Hang on — I recognise that tune: it’s the 
Funeral March. 


A POLICEMAN’S LOT ... 
David Blunkett believes that police officers should 
not be allowed to be members of the British 
National Party. This is both illogical and a danger- 
ously undemocratic precedent. The rationale, that 
members of the BNP are ‘racist? and therefore can- 
not be relied upon to police blacks fairly, is so facile 
that a moment’s reflection will sweep it away. 
Consider, for instance, civil servants. Civil servants 
obviously hold political views, but are expected to 
serve ministers of whatever party is elected. How 
can a conservative official help a minister deliver 
socialist policies (or vice versa)? Quite simply by 
adopting a professional attitude and divorcing his 
personal beliefs from his working responsibilities. 
This is an accepted aspect of the civil service, so why 
not equally accept that a policeman will carry out 
his duties in a professional manner whatever his 
personal opinions? Because Labour is engaged on a 
cultural revolution in which they aim to impose 
their social views on the nation through persuasion, 
indoctrination and ultimately — if all else fails — 
through fear and intimidation. 

What, after all, is a ‘racist?? Who defines the 
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“How few men are 
strong enough to 
stand against the 
prevailing currents 
of opinion ... Be 
prepared to stand up 
faithfully for Right 
and Truth, however 
the wind may blow”. 


Winston Churchill 








term, and who says that, whatever it is, this is a “bad 
thing’? Why, Labour, of course. The term ‘racist’ is 
so loose and vague that it can be stretched infinitely 
to include anyone. If you believe that people of dif- 
ferent races have inherent differences you are racist, 
but equally if you believe everyone should be treat- 
ed exactly the same you are also now considered a 
racist, because you don’t appreciate that the differ- 
ent (and, obviously, equally valid) cultural differ- 
ences between different ethnic groups means that 
they need to be treated differently in order to be 
treated equally (don’t blame me if this sounds like 
gibberish, I don’t invent this stuff). 

If you fly the Union flag — the flag of the whole 
country — you are racist, but it’s fine to wear the 
colours of other countries or even to fly the flag of 
supra-national bodies such as the EU. Are you 
proud of your history and heritage? That is not at all 

racist — as long as you are not a white Englishman, 
of course! Belonging to a black policeman’s associa- 
tion is not racist, but merely to think of setting up a 
white equivalent would be enough to eve you 
demonised as a dangerously mad racist extremist. 
The Home Office, which in any decent polity would 
be striving not only to protect our borders but also 
to preserve individual and historic freedoms such as 
those of speech and expression, is instead intent on 
crushing any opposition to mass third-world immi- 
gration. Today its BNP members in the police 
force; tomorrow it could be you. 


THAT’S NO LADY 

The first female Law Lord has been aimee al 
self-avowed feminist who has questioned the pur- 
pose of traditional marriages — yet wants to recog- 
nise homosexual partnerships. Dame Brenda Hale 
(unsurprisingly she seems to one her maiden 
name to her married one of Farrand) has specialised 
in family law. Perhaps it is no coincidence that fam- 
ily law is so biased against men. Don’t take my word 
for it. Consider this: “The whole justice system is 
institutionally biased against men and marriage. It is 
driven by a feminist agenda, which stretches from 
the humblest family lawyer through the politically 
correct Law Commission, to reach all the way up to 
government and the senior reaches of the judiciary”. 
So says the journalist Melanie Phillips writing in the 
Daily Mail. 

One example of this sles misandry is the way 
children of separating couples are routinely given 
into the care of the mother rather than the fehen 
The idea that children are better off with the moth- 
er is an unsubstantiated fallacy; if anything, fathers 
make the better single parents, but the best solution 
(if you accept that the break-up of the family is 
inevitable, which I don’t) is for custody of the chil- 
dren to be shared equally between the two parents, 
with the children alternating one week with the 
father and the next with the mother (although clearly 
if one left the area they would be deemed to have 
renounced their custodial rights since a child has to 
live in the area of his school). Fathers are — rightly — 
becoming increasingly angry at this legal discrimi- 
nation, and several high-profile protests have taken 
place. Sir Bob Geldof, who himself went through a 
bitter legal battle for custody of his children, con- 
firmed that, in his experience, the law treats men 
“with contempt, suspicion, disdain and hostility” — 
and that was despite his wealth and fame: imagine 
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how ordinary men are treated. The tragedy is that 
mothers who defy court orders allowing the father 
to see the children are never punished, and as a 
result over 100 children lose all contact with their 
fathers every day. The children suffer as much as the 
fathers, if not more, and mothers who deprive their 
children of their fathers in this way have not 
thought about their children’s best interests. 
Another example of the legal bias against men 
can be seen from the proposal by the Law 
Commission to allow women who commit the pre- 
meditated and cold-blooded murder of their part- 
ners to be charged merely with manslaughter, as 
long as they trot out the lame (and often phoney) 
excuse of ‘domestic violence’. With manslaughter 


sentences merely nominal, and with the prospect of 


inheriting all the man’s possessions, women will 
therefore be legally encouraged to murder men in 
their sleep. All of which suggests that you should 
never go to bed immediately after an argument! 


SEXED UP 


Sex is enjoyed (in one form or another!) by almost 
every man and woman on the planet; the canard 
that women enjoy sex less than men has become 
increasingly discredited, and we now learn that, 
indeed, women are just as adulterous as men. So 
why is rape is considered such a terrible crime? 
Where rape is accompanied by violence it is the vio- 
lence which is most reprehensible. When there is no 
violence — or threat of violence — then ‘rape’ is just 
sex, nothing more. The extension of the definition 
of rape beyond the knife-at-the-throat-on-a-dark- 
night true crime to the got-drunk-and-felt-bad- 
about-it-next-day banality of ‘date rape’ is central to 
the extreme feminist agenda of making women the 
dominant partner in any relationship. Any woman 
can now say that she was raped by a man even years 
after what was, at the time, consensual sex. It is so 
easy to make false accusations that it is no surprise 
that the number of such lies has skyrocketed, with 
men being dragged into police stations every day on 
trumped up charges of rape or sexual assault. 
Claiming rape is so easy, and the financial awards 
doled out so enticing, that the inducement to lie is 
irresistible. We already know that, in Britain, 94% 
of rape claims are lies, but the madness has now 
taken a new outrageous twist. Over 650 
tribeswomen from the Nanyuki area of Kenya are 
suing the British government, claiming they were 
raped by British soldiers — going back 30 years! The 
truth is that every year some 3,000 British soldiers 
go to Kenya for training missions, and are based in 
Nanyuki. There they spend their money and are a 
magnet to prostitutes from all over Kenya. 
Furthermore, of the 37 police records of local 
women being raped by British soldiers it turns out 
that every single one is a forgery. What a surprise! 
Back in Britain, the increasing number and pro- 
file of rape lies has reached such an extent that even 
our notoriously misandric media can no longer 
cover up the scandal. Every week, it seems, another 
celebrity is falsely accused. Michael Flatley, the 
Hamiltons, John Leslie — the list goes on. As for the 
hysteria over the supposed ‘date rape drug’ 
Rohypnol, surveys in Australia and Canada indicate 
that claims of women being drugged and raped are 
a myth. But while the realisation that rape claims 
are often mendacious is now slowly dawning, the 


law remains as biased against men as ever. A man 
convicted of rape will go to prison for anything 
from five years to life, but those who make false 
accusations normally get off scot-free. Furthermore, 
while innocent men are named and their lives 
ruined, the women who lie are granted anonymity. 
This is now beginning to be questionned. The 
House of Lords has inserted a clause in the Sexual 
Offences Bill currently going through parliament 
proposing that defendants in sex cases should be 
granted anonymity, but David Blunkett has vowed 
to retain the current injustice. Nevertheless, the 
issue won't go away. The Lord Chief Justice, Lord 
Woolf, has stated that parliament should look into 
this and Sir David Calvert-Smith, who has just 
stepped down as Director of Public Prosecutions, 
has agreed that anonymity should be granted to 
defendants in these cases. Several MPs are also com- 
ing round to this viewpoint but the Tories, impaled 
on the fence as usual, believe that defendants should 
only retain anonymity until they are charged. The 
fact that so many innocent men are charged but 
later found innocent has obviously passed them by 
— but what else can you expect from the party 
which, in 1988, abolished the right to anonymity 
for defendants in sex cases? 


DEATH OF THE MIDDLE CLASS 
The cliché is that we are all middle class now. The 
truth, however, is that while everyone aspires to a 
middle class lifestyle, Britain is, in fact, being hol- 
lowed out, with a minority of high-earners and a 
majority struggling to maintain their standard of 
living. The middle class, in the traditional sense, is 
in danger of extinction. In Victorian times, for 
instance, a teacher could even afford to employ a 
maid or two. Now a teacher barely earns enough to 
buy a home. The spiralling cost of housing, caused 
by the increase in demand driven by immigration 
and divorce, is, of course, a large part of the prob- 
lem. The other problem, however, is that employers 
have driven down pay in the service and white-col- 
lar sectors as the pool of workers has expanded 
through immigration and the increase in working 
women. 

Employment in manufacturing has almost 
halved in the last 30 years and the CBI recently 
highlighted the threat to key industries such as car 
production, aerospace and electronics. But what zs 
suddenly causing concern is the forecast that around 
750,000 office jobs — including 50,000 from senior 
management — will go overseas within the next ten 
years to countries such as India in what has been 
termed ‘offshoring’. Until now this has been limit- 
ed to call centre and data processing jobs, but this is 
now expanding up the pay ladder. The good life for 
middle-to-senior ranking managers — the traditional 
‘middle class’ — is over. No longer can a man find 
himself a decently-paid office job which allows him 
to buy a house and keep a wife at home (let alone a 
maid). As Tarun Das, head of the Confederation of 
Indian Industry, recently said: “There is no eco- 
nomic limit to what can be outsourced to India. The 
only limit that we can see is a political backlash in 
the West against the migration of jobs to India and 
elsewhere”. The problem is that there is no prospect 
of a backlash while Labour or the Tories remain in 
charge, as they are both wedded to globalisation. 
We need a party that puts British jobs first. Q) 





“Back in 
Britain, the 
increasing 
number and 
profile of rape 
lies has 
reached such 
an extent that 
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media can no 
longer cover 
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scandal” 


John Bull can be 
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Sir, 

William Deller (Letters, RN42) 
infers from my words a freely 
rotating compass with homo- 
sexuality and heterosexuality 
being alternatives of equal sig- 
nificance. This is not what I 
meant at all. Sexuality is a 
range. Female is at one end and 
is always the starting point. 
Female is then converted to 
male at the other end if the foe- 
tus is to be a boy. If this conver- 
sion fails to reach its end point, 
an in-between sexuality occurs. 

Deller is quite wrong to say 
that homosexuality is simply a 
particular type of sexual prac- 
tice; from this I infer that he 
thinks the individual has a 
choice. There are those who 
are bisexual, men and women, 
for whom choice is indeed 
available. However, for most 
homosexuals there is no 
option. They simply cannot 
function sexually with someone 
of the opposite sex. 

Roderick Moore’s sugges- 
tion that homosexual propa- 
ganda in schools will turn more 
children towards homosexuality 
is dangerous nonsense. First, let 
me use ‘awareness’ rather than 
‘propaganda’; the latter implies 
undue influence which is to be 
deplored in any circumstances. 
By contrast, information about 
any subject increases awareness. 
Where sexuality is concerned, 
this means that ‘real’ boys learn 
about ‘real’ girls and vice-versa. 
More important, children learn 
that there are those who are in- 
between. In no way does such 
awareness alter the orientation 
of any child, contrary to 
Moore’s assertion. Also, and in 
many cases crucially, it helps 
the gay child to come to terms 
with his different sexuality, to 
be open about it and to allow 
him to develop ‘naturally’ with- 
out being bullied. 

I close with one thought. I 
prefer to associate with people 
who are of like mind, educa- 
tion, wealth and either of, or 
tolerant of, my sexuality. If 
‘straights’ similarly prefer straight 
company, which excludes me, 
so be it. I would not in any 
way attempt to intrude forceful- 
ly on their lives. What makes 
me cross is where others self 
righteously say that my lifestyle 
is wrong or immoral. 

Michael Plumbe, 
Hastings 


"It is by benefit of letters that 
absent friends are, in a manner, 


brought together.” 


Write to: The Editor, Right NOW! 
Box 361, 78 Marylebone High Street, London, W1iU 5AP. 


or e-mail: letters@right-now.org 
The editor regrets that he cannot answer all correspondence 


Sir, 

As an apparent heterosexual, 
Ezra Mishan may well have felt 
justified (RN 42) in Old 
Testament times in seeing 
homosexuality as inherently 
abnormal. Tribal warfare was 
endemic, so that procreation 
was a condition of tribal sur- 
vival; hence any practice which 
might put a brake on the num- 
ber of births was seen as a dan- 
gerous weapon of mass destruc- 
tion and worthy of moral casti- 
gation. Today, however, the ship 
of state is already sinking from 
the catalytic explosion of human 
numbers over a mere 100 years. 

Humankind has become a 
global virus which has created a 
doomsday scenario for civilisa- 
tion; there is no way even our 
current numbers can be sus- 
tained without committing 
environmental suicide. 

Why do so many resort to 
biblical teaching on homsexuali- 
ty while ignoring Christian 
teaching on the far more funda- 
mental subject of usury? If 
homosexuality disappeared from 
the world tomorrow, we would 
continue to be in the throes of a 
global crisis as a result of the 
effects of money power on eco- 
logical devastation, on arma- 
ments and war, on finite 
resource-squandering, on the 
awesome disintegration of our 
social structures with their ever 
larger and fuller hospitals and 
prisons, to say nothing of 
climatic factors and human 
numbers. 

Revd John Papworth, 
Editor, Fourth World Review, 
Purton, Wiltshire 
Sir, 
Contrary to Mr Anthony 
Cooney’s assertion in his letter 
to RN 41, that there has been 
no ‘patriotic’ fiction advertised 
or reviewed in RN and further, 
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that there are no ‘patriotic’ 
publishers, may I draw his 
attention to the publishing 
house, Athelney which currently 
publishes mainly non-fiction 
work of contemporary English 
(rather than British) affairs but 
which has also published the 
novel The English Dragon 
(2001) — subsequently reviewed 
in RN. Athelney intends to 
increase its publications; its suc- 
cess or otherwise will be 
dependent on those both wish- 
ing and willing to buy its titles. 
Perhaps in the future we might 
then indeed see some surprising 
results. 
John Cooper, 
Athelney, King’s Lynn, 
Norfolk 
Sir, 
Roy Painter says (RN 40), that 
“Since the demise of George 
Young, and MPs such as Enoch 
Powell, Sir Ronald Bell and 
others who gave support to the 
Monday Club, the 
Conservative Party has had no 
effective Right-wing voice”. 

It has, and it is called 
Conservative Way Forward 
(see www.conwayfor.org). 

CD Kelly, 

Wolverhampton 
Sir, 
I must take issue with John 
Bean’s article (RN 42). 
Describing the BNP’s present 
attitude to non-European immi- 
grants as “more pragmatic” and 
“prepared to live with excep- 
tions rather than making them 
the norm” is disingenuous. The 
majority of members favour 
repatriation of unwanted immi- 
grants on sufficient scale to 
restore our homeland to its 
own people. 

Bean obviously feels obliged 
to reflect Nick Griffin’s hostility 
to the former chaiman, John 
Tyndall, regardless of historical 


accuracy and simple fairness. 
For the record, Tyndall himself 
discontinued ‘confrontational’ 
tactics; and you could meet no 
one less tolerant of “drunken- 
ness and loutish behaviour”. 
Also, Bean’s sly reference to 
Tyndall’s youthful dalliance with 
a uniformed patriotic group was 
superfluous and unwise; Griffin, 
after all, once dallied with 


Colonel Gaddafi. 
F Kimbal Johnson, 
Louth, Lincolnshire 
Sir, 


As a paleoliberal of the 19th 
century variety, I agree with 
Hadrian Wise (RN 42) that the 
American neoconsevatives are 
wrong about foreign policy. 

We should point out to 
these people that if liberal 
democracy is really the best 
political system in the world, 
there should be no need for 
Americans to impose it on 
other nations by force, because 
there is nothing to stop them 
imitating America of their own 
free will. 

We should also remind them 
that it is no good trying to help 
people to achieve liberal democ- 
racy, or any other desirable aim, 
unless they want to be helped 
and they are making some 
effort to help themselves. The 
best thing the Americans can do 
to spread liberal democracy is to 
set a good example by the way 
they govern their own country. 

Roderick Moore, 

Liverpool 

Sir, 
John Bull may bleat all he likes 
about WMD (RN 42), ina 
style more worthy of the beer- 
swilling Sun. I truly could not 
give a damn. The crucial signal 
has gone out to all 7th Century 
primitives of the world that 
their invincibility is not 
guaranteed. 

One of the crassest observa- 
tions from the far Right is that 
Iraq “was none of our business’. 
Tosh. One of the major reasons 
for no fewer than 23 million 
people from around the world 
nurturing ambitions to come to 
our shores is because of the 
thugs, corrupters and incompe- 
tents running their own coun- 
tries. Remove the slime of such 
leadership and the wish to leave 
their countries will diminish. 

Edward Thomas, 
Eastbourne 
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Dates for your diary 


‘TAKI’ DINNER At a date in late January 
2004 to be finalised, Taki Theodoracopulos 
will be the guest speaker at a dinner organised 
by Right Now! UK subscribers will be notified 
of the details. Other readers should contact 
this magazine - contact details on page 2. 


January 17th 2004. A nationwide protest 
against the levels of council tax is being 
planned for early next year. For further infor- 
mation, visit www.isitfair.co.uk, or email 
c@isitfair.co.uk 


Sunday, ist February 2004. At the invi- 
tation of the Dean and Chapter of St Paul's 
Cathedral, New Britain will be holding an 
Australia/New Zealand Celebration in St 
Paul's Cathedral at 6pm. You are invited to 
come and show your support for Australia 
and New Zealand. Contact: 0207 247 2524 


Tuesday, 10th February 2004. The 
Royal Stuart Society annual Queen Mary 
Lecture in the Parish Hall, 114 Mount Street, 
London, W.1 at 6:30pm for 7pm. Professor 
John Enderby, Physical Secretary and vice- 
president of the Royal Society, will lecture at 
the Parish Hall, 114 Mount Street, London W1 
on 'King Charles II and the founding of the 
Royal Society’. The Lecture is open to the 
public and admission is free. Contact: The 
Membership Department, Royal Stuart Society, 
24 Park Street, Salisbury, Wiltshire, SP1 3AU; 
website: www.royalstuartsociety.com 


Saturday, 24th April 2004. March and 
rally calling for a National Referendum on the 
European Constitution. The March will form 
up on the Victoria Embankment from 10.30 
am onwards, aiming to set off between 12 
noon and 1 pm. The route will be down 
Whitehall, where six marchers will present a 
petition at No 10 Downing Street, and on to 
Hyde Park for the rally with a succession of 
speakers from about 3 pm. This is a cross- 
party, non-party, event, supported by a wide 
range of groups. There are plans for similar 
events elsewhere in the country on the same 
day. For details, and/or to offer help, email 
Diana Coad on peterdgtorg@aol.com or ring 
01628 666456 or 01753 528732. 


CFW 


CONCERN FOR FAMILY AND 
WOMANHOOD 


Do you believe that the traditional sex 
roles and the traditional family are 








best for our society, and that feminism 
has gone far too far? Then join us! 


Enquiries: 
CFW, Springfield House, Chedworth, 
Cheltenham. 


Tel: 01285 720454 
Website: www.cfw.org.uk 














~ Meeting Report 











Future of England Conference 


Hundreds of people from around England gathered in London in November at 
the Future of England conference - the first of its kind — organised by the Campaign 
for an English Parliament (CEP). The theme was “Parliament or partition?” 

Liberal Democrat MP Simon Hughes supports an English parliament in 
principle and recommended days be set aside in the UK parliament for English 
business. Attendees objected that this would allow English legislation to be 
brought forward by the UK government. 

Nigel Farage, a UKIP MEP, said we must resist the EU constitution. Its 
imposition would make an English parliament redundant. Scilla Cullen (CEP) 
said we have no forum in which to speak for England. Christine Constable, of 
the English Democrats Party, explained that the EDP aims to educate people in 
what is happening to England. Mike Knowles (CEP) reported that the 
European Court of Human Rights has been petitioned on the denial of self 
determination to the people of England. Neil Herron, director of North East 
Against a Regional Assembly, said he has learnt that the people have the power 
— if they have the determination. 

Don Beadle (CEP) asserted that the Conservatives’ policy of “English Votes 
for English laws” is not a solution. Pam Barden (Save Our Sovereignty) 
explained that the EU has removed English rights. Mark Elwen of the 
Communication Workers Union said an English parliament is democratically 
necessary. Sir Richard Body (former Conservative MP) explained that law and 
taxation are invalid unless agreed by answerable elected representatives. Phil 
Evans (CEP) said Scotland started devolution so it was up to them to address 
the issues arising. Many attendees felt that English identity is being deliberate- 
ly suppressed, and that we are threatened by the EU. 

The conference agreed England has been disadvantaged by devolution; that 
regionalisation is not a solution, and that the government's slogan “The nations 
and regions of Britain” represents their intent to abolish England. The confer- 
ence called upon the UK government to introduce devolution for England 
which preserves England's unity, and upon all political parties to consider this 
demand, and to recommend to CEP and other interested organisations the 
establishment of an English Constitutional Convention. 

P Cullen 


Editor’s Note: For more information, visit the Campaign for an English 


Parliament website at www.thecep.org.uk . 
wae 
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CONSERVATIVE 
DEMOCRATIC 
ALLIANCE 


“THE REAL CONSERVATIVES”! 


# Do you despair whenever you hear Michael Howard reading from 
Michael Portillo's scripts? 

#Do you feel that Oliver Letwin is the ideal Liberal Democrat 
Spokesman on lace-making? 

Do you despair when you see the heavyweight Labour front bench 
laughing at the pathetic parliamentary 'Conservatives'? 


# Do you believe that we need the British lion to roar again, and for 
this nation's identity and sovereignty to be rescued? 


If so, your place is with us - in what many people now see as "the 
Tory Party in exile". We can wait no longer for Michael Howard and 
Oliver Letwin to save us. Instead, we are prepared to run our own 
candidate at the next election, to give people the chance to be rep- 
resented by a REAL Conservative. 


If you would like to make a donation to our General Election fighting 
fund, or join our winning team, write to us now! 


Conservative Democratic Alliance, 
BCM 9045, London WCIN 3XX, 
or visit our popular website: 
http: / /conservativedemocrats.20m.com 
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n one of my recent Spectator columns, 

I wrote how I gave a dinner for 

Princess Diana back in 1996 and 
what a disaster it turned out to be. (She 
did not drink; all my friends and myself 
drank ourselves silly.) After the divine 
Diana had left, we had the bright idea to 
crash a party that was going on across 
the square where I live. One of my 
friends, Oliver Gilmour, went up to a 
black lady and politely asked her for two 
gins and a couple of whiskies. The lady 
told him to leave her house at once, “and 
take your friends with you”. The Speccie 
ran it the way I wrote it, but left only 
one word out. Black. 

In Greek, we call it hiding an elephant 
behind one’s little finger. The reason 
Oliver asked the lady for drinks is 
because he mistook her for a servant. 
Nothing wrong with that — many people 
have both white and black servants. 

When the Spectator left the word 
“black” out, the story made no sense. 
Our hostess happened to be black, 
realised why my friend asked her for the 
drinks, and threw us out. I thought it 
extremely funny. I assume the Spectator 
was trying to protect me, as some low- 
life busybody connected to the police is 
always checking my copy for racist 
remarks. This means the race hustlers are 
winning. If one cannot actually describe 
a person’s colour in case they get sued by 
the thought police, it is George Orwell 
time. Who would have thought it possi- 
ble back in the ‘40s when Orwell was 
writing, that Big Brother would turn out 
to be an American or a European? The 
double standards employed by the polit- 
ical correctness police are doing more 
harm to race relations than any effort by 
the Ku Klux Klan. America, Britain, 
Germany, France, Belgium (the most 
ridiculous country in Europe) and Holland 
are the worst offenders against free 
speech and freedom in general. In none 
of these countries can one have a serious 
discussion about issues involving race. 

In America people are regularly fired 
from their jobs for saying the obvious, as 
in the case of Rush Limbaugh who 
opined that a certain Philadelphia foot- 
ball player was overrated but kept his 
position because the powers that be 
wanted a black quarterback. Nothing 
wrong, of course, it was Limbaugh’s 
opinion — one I totally agree with — but 
he was fired immediately. On the other 
hand, a Chicago Cubs baseball manager 
said that blacks and Latins take the heat 
better than most whites, while whites 
play better in the cold than blacks and 
Latins. No one raised an eyebrow. The 
Chicago manager happens to be black. 

































































Lefties and so-called minority advo- 
cates have effectively created a racial 
speech apartheid zone, in which they are 
able to speak publicly and freely about 
the race topic (most of it is one long dia- 
tribe against whites as racist murderers 
and crooks) while conservatives have to 
limit themselves to apologising and sup- 
porting ‘progressive’ policies that will 
redress racial grievances. It is a problem 
that affects all of us, and no use hoping 
the politicians will ever do anything 
about it. They’re scared s———- of the r 
word. 





nd speaking of freedom, chances 

are we will be less free in the 

oming years because of a rising 
statist authoritarianism primarily ema- 
nating from Europe. Take your money, 
for example. Financial privacy is a funda- 
mental liberty necessary for individuals 
to protect themselves from corrupt gov- 
ernments, kidnappers and other assorted 
criminals. Now those crooks in Brussels 
and the freeloaders of the United 
Nations are proposing to create an 
International Tax Organisation which 
would require every government to share 
information with any UN government. 
Can you see some Belgian bureaucrat 
holding your tax returns in his greedy, 


sweaty palm and .... I hate to think what 
hell do with it. 





ommunists, socialists, fascists and 
welfare state advocates are, to 
varying degrees, statists. They 
believe that those in government have 
the right to curb our choices for the 
greater good. The libertarian free-mar- 
keteer believes in rights that cannot be 
denied by the state. Statists had a bad run 





under Margaret Thatcher and Ronald 
Reagan, but have come back with a 
bang. Statists are in control in France, 
Germany, Britain, Belgium (even more 
ridiculous than Monte Carlo) and 
Holland. I live in Switzerland, where in 
the last referendum the Swiss said no to 
the EU. The Swiss may be among the 
most boring people on earth — on a par 
with the Belgians — but they're quite 
smart when it comes to being fleeced by 
the EU bureaucrooks. 

When Christoph Blocher won big in 
the Swiss elections back in October, his 
terms for government were an end to 
illegal immigration and an outright ban 
on EU entry. Here’s what the ridiculous 
Independent (as ridiculous as the Belgians 
and just as boring) had to say in an edi- 
torial: “ The Swiss have been seduced by 
the siren songs of the far right and it’s up 
to the EU to snap them out of it”. In 
other words, Europe should boycott 
Switzerland. When Austrians voted for 
my friend Jorg Haider back in ‘99, the 
EU effectively blackballed everything 
Austrian, and the nicest people in 
Europe immediately threw in the towel. 

Well, if this should happen to the 
Swiss, the French speaking rich around 
Geneva will follow the Austrian example. 
But the German-speaking peasants will 
not. I like Blocher. He’s worth one hun- 
dred Prodis and a thousand Giscards, not 
to mention 5,000 Blairs. He is almost as 
great a man as Berlusconi, and almost as 
rich as the Italian. Berlusconi and 
Blocher — the two best people in Europe 
and two of the richest. Eat your stinking 
hearts out, EU filth. Q 
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